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fitness of candidates for the office. Under the present system 
the judge may have foisted upon him a chief clerk whose in- 
competence causes him continual annoyance, and seriously delays 
the progress of business. One would suppose that at least the 
judge under whom the chief clerk is to act would be consulted 
as to the person to be appointed, but we believe that this is 
not the case. That the appointment of chief clerks should be 
vested in the judges of the Chancery Division seems too obvious 
to need argument, and we hope that some Member of Parlia- 
ment will be found to urge the adoption of this reform. 





Tue Court of Appeal have affirmed the decision of the 
Divisional Court (Pottocx, B., and Bruce, J.) in Smelting Co. of 
Australia vy. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1896, 2 Q. B. 179), 
but the result appears to place a construction too favourable to 
the Revenue authorities on section 59 (1) of the Stamp Act, 1891. 
Under that section an exemption from transfer duty is made in 
the case of “‘lands, tenements, hereditaments, or heritages, or 
property locally situate out of the United Kingdom.” In the 
case in — the Smelting Company had purchased an estate 
in the warra district of New South Wales, and with it the 
benefit of a sole licence granted to the vendors to use a patented 
invention in that district. The purchase price was £250,000, 
and as to £200,000 it was not disputed that the transfer was not 
chargeable with duty in this country. But the remaining 
£50,000 was the portion of the purchase-money attributable to 
the sale of the licence, and as to this the English authorities 
claimed duty, although the local transfer duty had already been 

id in New South Wales. The Divisional Court, and now the 

urt of Appeal, have taken the view that the licence has no 
local situation ; it does not, therefore, fall within the description 
of “ property locally situate out of the United Kingdom,” and 
consequently, it is not entitled to exemption. We thought at 
the time of the decision of the inferior court, and with deference 
we still think, that this view is erroneous. The reasonable 
construction of the section is that it is intended to draw a dis- 
tinction in favour of property which can be treated as having 
its real existence out of this country, and to leave such property 
to local taxation. It is, of course, easy to say that a licence to 
use a patent is merely an incorporeal right, and as such cannot 
have a local situation. But this is to lose the actual state of 
affairs in a technicality. For practical purposes the licence is 
ap Spas in the place where alone it can be enjoyed. To 
oa is construction would have been not only in accordance 
with common sense, but would have saved the property from 
double taxation. 





AN UNUSUAL INCIDENT recently occurred with reference to 
the use of the Sessions House at Lincoln for the sittings of the 
county court. The County Courts Act, 1888, s. 179, provides 
that the town hall, court house, or other public building belong- 
ing to a city, borough, or other places, with all necessary rooms, 
furniture, and fittings, shall be used, free of charge, for holding 
@ county court. But this enactment is subject to a proviso 
‘that the necessary arrangements shall be made so that the 

i not interfere” with the business 


— of the court sh 

y transacted in such building. For a long series of years 
the sittings of the county court ae been held at the Lincoln 
Sessions House on Mondays at fixed intervals, and these fixtures 
are made known for months beforehand. A sitting of the 
county court was thus appointed to be held at the Sessions 
House at ten o’clock on Monday, the 16th of November, and at 
that hour the judge and his officials, and the persons engaged 
in the long list of 160 cases set down for hearing at that court, 
arrived, only to find that the large court-room in the building 
was occupied by the city magistrates for the adjourned hearin 
of a criminal case. The judge was offered the use of a s 
and inconvenient room for his court, with the alternativeof waiting 
‘to open its proceedings until about one o'clock, when it was 


ph ana that the magistrates would have disposed of the case 
them. Either course was calculated very seriously to 
interfere with the business of the court, while it is said that the 
single case before the justices could have been taken in one of 
the rooms without inconvenience. In many of the larger 
towns a separate building has been provided for the county 


court, and in such cases the power to use the local court-house 
does not arise. But where, as appears to be the case in Lincoln, ~ 
the io belle’ ol by the magistrates is the only convenient place” 








of the county court, it is greatly to be regretted 


for the holdi 
that of the 16th ult. should be 


that such an occurrence as 


ible. The Legislature has left the matter to be settled © 


tween the different authorities, trusting that the exercise of 
common sense and business-like capacity on both sides would 
lead to an amicable arrangement. We do not blame the 
Legislature for so providing. In the vast majority of 
cases the system vole without friction. But where proper 
notice has given of the sittings of the county court, it 
appears to us that magistrates should make their arrangements 
so as not to interfere with those sittings and impose serious 
trouble, delay, and expense upon the increasing number of 
individuals ~ are concerned, in one capacity or another, In the 
proceedings of those useful civil tribunals. If legislation is 
really required for insuring this result, we should not be disposed 
to quarrel with it. But a little tact and a spirit of mutual 
accommodation ought to render the interference of Parliament 
wholly unnecessary. 





Tue pornt of ecclesiastical law which was disposed of by the 
Court of Appeal in Re Robinson, Wright v. Tugwell (reported in 
another column) would probably have been raised and decided 
long ago had there been any substance in it. A testatrix had 
bequeathed a sum of £1,500 as an endowment fund for a 
church, and in doing so had made it an abiding condition that 
the black gown should be worn in the pulpit unless there should 
be any alteration in the law rendering it illegal, and that the 
incumbent should subscribe to that condition. The church had 
been built, and the incumbent desired to enjoy the endowment 
free from the condition. He therefore attempted to shew that to 
wear the black gown in the pulpit is illegal, a proposition which 
must have come as a surprise to many. Most of us were accus- 
tomed to the alleged illegal practice in our childhood, and it 
still lingers here and there in spite of the nearly universal prac- 
tice of preaching in the ‘comely surplice with sleeves.” The 
latter is the vestment prescribed, in the year 1566, by the Book 
of Advertisements for the minister when ‘ministering the 
Sacraments or other rites of the Church.” No particular vest- 
ment appears to be prescribed to be worn during the delivery of 
the sermon ; it is clear that the words of the Advertisement re- 
ferred to do not provide for the vesture to be worn in the pulpit ; 
otherwise, as Lord Justice A. L. Sara said, the almost universal 
usage of three hundred years would have been impossible ; and 
to argue that the sermon is part of the ministration of the Sacra- 
ment of the Holy Communion is to ignore, not only the old 
usage, but the fact that a sermon is frequently preached at a 
service at which no Low of the Communion service is read. 
The chief authority relied upon in support of the incumbent's 
contention was an obiter dictum by Sir Rosert Pariimore in 
Elphinstone v. Purchas (L. R. 3 Adm. & Ece., at p. 91), where he 
says that an argument addressed to him would make “the use 
of the surplice in preaching unlawful, which is the proper 
dress; and, ¢ converso, would establish the legality of the black 


gown, which has no warrant in law.” But as to this passage it — 


must be pointed out, first, that it was obiter only, and 
further, that when the same case (sub. nom. Hebbert v. Purchas, 
L. R. 3 P. 0.605) came before the Privy Council, their lord- 
ships di with the decision of Sir Roszrt PHIttmore; 
so that the dictum in Elphinstone v. Purchas can hardly be con- 
sidered to be of much weight. The judgment delivered by Lord 
Carens in Ridsdale vy. Clifton (2 P. D. 276) was also called in aid 
by the incumbent in the nt case ; it is difficult to ima 

the feelings with which that learned Lord Chancellor, and 
SELBorvE, who was a party to the decision, would have regarded 
the attempt to found a condemnation of the black gown upon 
the elaborate judgment in Ridsdale v. Clifton declaring the 
illegality of the use of the alb and chasuble. It is a relief to 
know, upon the authority of A. L. Surrn, L.J., that throughout 
the whole of that case “there is not even an allusion to the 


black gown nor to what a clergyman was or was not to wear in 
the pulpit when p ing,” and that the decision lends no su 
port to the contention of the incumbent. Few will quarrel wi 
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the recent decision ; the wishes of the pious benefactress will be 
regarded ; and the old familiar black gown can no longer be 
said to have “no warrant in law.” 





Tue case of Reg. v. Murray, tried at the Central Criminal 
Court last week, presented more than one remarkable feature. 
In the neighbourhood of Hampstead complaints had been made 
that several stone “sgl had been knocked down by night, 
and police constables were instructed to watch and endeavour to 
catch the guilty persons. 
and on his information Parrert, the prosecutor in this case, 
was proceeded against for doing malicious injury to property. 
At the hearing, before two local justices, Murray swore he had 
seen Parrett push down a pillar-cap. The justices thereupon 
convicted Parretr and fined him. Panrrerr then brought a 
charge of perjury against the constable, and the case was heard 
before the same two justices, who dismissed the summons. 
Parrett, however, required the justices to bind him over to 
prosecute under the Vexatious Indictments Act, and preferred an 
indictment for perjury against Murray at the Old Bailey. It cer- 
tainly seems most irregular that the charge of perjury should have 
been heard by the same two justices who had dealt with the 
first charge. If they had committed the defendant for trial they 
would have stultified themselves, and they would in such a case 
be committing for trial for perjury a man the truth of whose 
testimony they had just declared they so little doubted that 
they felt justified in punishing another upon its strength. It 
is in principle very much like those cases in which a justice, 
being also a member of a public body, after taking part in a 
resolution of that body to prosecute some person, has subse- 
quently formed part of the court to hear the charge. In a 
recent case of this sort, which came before the High Court, 
Lawrance, J., said: ‘* The cases are very strong as to the prin- 
ciple which ought to guide persons acting as justices, and they 
shew most clearly that if there is any danger of a substantial 
bias likely even unconsciously to influence a justice, he ought 
not to sit’ (Reg. v. Henley, 40 W. R. 383; 1892, 1 Q. B. 504). 
The present case is much stronger, for a justice might well 
consent to a resolution that proceedings should be taken, and at 
the same time have a perfectly open mind as to the guilt or 
innocence of the on to be charged. But where a justice 
has, by his conviction of an accused, openly declared that he 
believes the evidence of the only important witness for the prose- 
cution, he must necessarily be biassed against immediately after- 
wards committing that witness for trial for perjury. Another 
noteworthy feature of the case above mentioned is the nature 
of the evidence on which Murray was convicted. There seems 
to have been no direct evidence on the charge of perjury except 
that of Parrerr, who positively denied that he had dislodged 
the stone. No one can, however, be convicted of perjury on the 
uncorroborated oath of one person, as there is then merely oath 
against oath. The corroboration evidence given consisted of 
medical testimony that Parrett was, in the opinion of the wit- 
nesses, physically incapable of pushing down the stone, because 
of an injury he had suffered to his left arm. It is submitted 
that where one man swears he saw another do something which 
that other swears he did not do, and a question arises whether 
or not the first has committed perjury, some corroborative evi- 
dence of positive facts should be given before the judge should 
allow the accused to be convicted. Here, as far as facts went, 
there was only oath against oath, .and the balance was turned 
merely by evidence of the opinion of experts. On the strength 
of this opinion, the constable was convicted, and the Common 
Serjeant sentenced him to nine months’ imprisonment with hard 
labour. It seems rather dangerous to convict a man of perjury 
because medical men are of opinion that a person is not strong 
enough to do something which it is sworn he did do. Without 
expressing any opinion as to the guilt or innocence of Murray, 
it may safely be said that this is a case which the Home 
Secretary would do well to carefully reconsider. 





Tux propanitity of a creditor being allowed to enforce an 
execution or distrees against the effects of a 7» liquida- 
tion varies according as the proceedings have mn begun 





Murray was one of these constables, | ( 








before or after the commencement of the winding up. The 
power of the court in the matter de in case of a 
compulsory winding up, on sections 87 and 163 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, and in case of a voluntary winding up on section 138. 
By section 163 any distress or execution put in force against the 
effects of a company which is being wound up by the court = 
the commencement of the winding up is void; 5 ¢ this sec 

which seems at first sight pre Be in its terms, has beer 
held to_be subject to section 87, under which proceedings may 


. . When a creditor has 
distress before the winding 

















tal I 
execution in a 
i he will, in the absence of special circumstances, be 

owed to reap the fruits of his diligence, notwithstanding 
the winding up. The court, in dealing with a question de- 
pendent on its discretion, is bound to look at the legal rights 
of the parties, and at the interests of each particular class of 
creditors, and where a judgment has been carried out by exe- 
cution, the court ought not then to stay the creditor’s hand 
unless the proceedings on his part have been unfair (see judg- 
ment of Turner, L.J., in Re The Great Ship Co., 4 De G. J. & B. 
63). On the other hand, where the proceedings have not been 
begun before the commencement of the winding up, the pre- 
sumption is turned against the creditor, and he will not be 
allowed to issue execution or levy a distress unless he can shew 
special circumstances in his favour (Re hire Cotton 
Spinning Co., 35 Ch. D. 656). This distinction has been acted 
on by Srrieiine, J., in Re Zhe Roundwood Colliery Co. in the case 
of a voluntary winding up. Primd facie the court has no 
jurisdiction to intervene in such a case, but under section 138 it 
may, on the application of the liquidator, exercise all the 
powers which it might exercise if the company were being 
wound up by the court, and possibly, therefore, it may interfere 
with the prosecution of executions and distresses. In the case 
in question distresses had been put in by two different landlords 
in the interval between the first resolution for voluntary 
winding-up and the confirmatory resolution, and the liquidator 
applied under section 138 that they might be restrained. A 
voluntary winding up, however, commences at the date of 
the passing of the confirmatory resolution; and since the 
distresses were anterior to this, Srratine, J., held that even if 
he had jurisdiction—as_to which he —— no — 
ought not, upon the mere of the winding-up, to interfere 


with their being carried into effect. 


levied 





One or the leases, however, in Re Roundwood Colliery Co.— 
both the leases were mining leases—raised a nice question as to 
whether the special power of distress which it conferred did not 
require that the lease should be registered asa bill of sale, so 
that for want of registration the distress under it would be 
illegal. The power of distress gave the lessor the right to seize 
not only goods on the demised collieries, but also goods of 
the lessees on any adjoining collieries, and the goods taken 
under the distress had been in fact taken upon an adjoining 
colliery. So far as the power of distress authorized the seizing 
of goods on the demised premises, it is clear that no exception 
could be taken to it. The expression “bill of sale” is made, 
indeed, by section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, to include 
licences to take possession of personal chattels as security for 
any debt; but this does not extend to the case of landlord and 
tenant, even when dependent simply upon an attornment in a 
mortgage deed (see Stockton Tron Furnace Co., 27 
W. R. 433, 10 Ch. D. 335, on the corres clause of 
the Act of 1854). Attormments by way of security for a 
debt are expressly treated as bills of sale by section 6 of 
the Act of 1878, but this only extends to attornments in mort- 

deeds, not to the ordinary relation of landlord and 
tenant (Ex parte Kennedy, 36 W. R. 793, 21 Ch. D. 384; 
Green v. Marsh, 40 W. R. 449 ; 1892, 2 Q. B. 330), and in any 
event the section expressly excludes the case of mining 
By section 6 every attornment or agreement, not being a 
mining lease, whereby a power of distress is given by way of 
security for a debt, is to be deemed to bea bill of sale. But in 
the present case Sririive, J., took the distinction that the power 





of distress extended to goods which were not on the demised 
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and consequently as to them it was not in the strict 
sense intended to secure payment of rent as rent. As to goods 
on premises other than those out of which the rent issued, the 
rent was no more than a debt, and the distress was meant as 
security for the debt. Thus, while the power of distress being 
contained in a mining lease was safe against section 6, it never- 
theless fell within the provision of section 4. It was a licence 
to take personal chattels as a security for a debt, which was 
void for want of registration as a bill of sale, and the prosecution 
of the distress under it was restrained. It seems to us that this 
decision is likely to have serious consequences, and we hope, 
hereafter, to return to the consideration of the matter. 


‘““MADE IN GERMANY.” 


In the month of May last Mr. Fortescue Bricxparz, acting 
on the instructions of the Registrar, and with the authority 
of the Treasury, made an exhaustive investigation into the 
working of the system of land transfer by registration of 
title in Germany and Austria-Hungary—the only large 
Euro states in which the system is at present in force 
= the results of his inquiries have been published in a 
Parliamentary blue-book. The whole matter, as it presented 
itself to Mr. Bricxpatx, is here set forth with great elaboration. 
First we have a general report which gives a concise statement 
of the method and results of the inquiry. Then we have a 
detailed report, extending over a dozen chapters, and entering 
minutely into the history and present position and practice of 
registration of title in the countries named. After the detailed 
report come appendices containing translations of the various 
registration laws and specimen extracts from the registers, 
as well as other information—in particular, the practice with 
respect to mortgages to banks. The collection of all this material 
was clearly beyond the powerof one person, however indefatigable, 
and Mr. Bricxpatx acknowledges the help which he received 
from gentlemen, too numerous, he says, to name, who furnished 
him with, or assisted him in collecting, information. No detail, 
indeed, has been thought too slight for insertion. Plans are 

iven of the rooms in the land registries at Dresden and 

ienna, and notice even is taken of the upside-down arrange- 
ment of the register books in the latter city, so that they fall 
naturally into the proper position when pulled out on to the 
desk below. Nothing connected with registration of title from 
Cologne to Budapest, from Berlin to Munich, has escaped 
Mr. Brickpate’s vigilant eye; and we may feel sure that the 
Continent of Europe as a source of information on this subject 
has been, from the official point of view at any rate, thoroughly 
and finally exploited. 

But, with every desire to do justice to Mr. BrickpaLx’s energy 
and ability, it is impossible to avoid the feeling that his mission 
involves an element of incongruity. The Registry Office in this 
country has quite failed to attract business by its native merits, 
and yet it hopes to gain prestige for itself by shewing how much 
better they can do these things in Germany. Everywhere, we 
are told, registration insures security, economy, expedition, 

ivacy, simplicity, and general convenience. But it seems to 

ao that registration in this country is by no means an 
untried thing. For over thirty years it has had its chance of 
commending itself to popular favour, yet it has failed to develop 
the qualities which are said to be so conspicuous in the German 
article. If the report is primarily intended for the use of the 
Registry Office at home, we can better understand why it has 
been prepared. In these voluminous pages it may be possible 
to discover how the foreigner succeeds where the English official 
fails. But as an argument addressed to the land-owning public 
the report is misconceived. The only change at which the 
Officials are aiming is the change from a voluntary to a compul- 
sory system of registration; but the report does not shew how 
the change will suddenly endow the Registry Office with all the 
virtues which Mr. Brickpaz has discovered abroad. 

Mr. Brickparz is good enough to describe his method of 
inquiry, and it is not unimportant to notice that he was an 
official sent primarily to glean information from officials, By 
the assistance of Her Majesty’s representatives abroad, he had, 
he says, at his disposal “the highest official and other facilities ” 
in the countries he visited. He first made general inquiries in 








Berlin and Vienna as to the principal features of the land regis- 
tration law and of its administration, his information being 
obtained mainly by interviews with the chief officers of the 
ministries of justice and finance. He also had interviews with 
lawyers, bankers, and other business men as to the general 
practical results of the system as applied to every-day trans- 
actions, and he inspected the registry offices, registers, maps, 
and records for the central and suburban portions of the two 
cities. This done, he prosecuted his inquiries in Dresden, 
Prague, Budapest, Munich, end Cologne, together with other 
smaller towns in agricultural, industrial, and mining districts 
lying between these places, having been previously advised in 
the capital as to where. special features could best be studied, 
Clearly Mr. Brickpatz intended his investigation to be thorough, 
and we have no doubt that he intended it also to be impartial. 
The evidence of some of the lawyers whom he consulted will be 
found set out at pp. 24-26. But admittedly his chief sources of 
information came from officials, and, considering what his own 
position was, this was hardly the way for the Registry Office to 
secure a report which could be accepted as conclusive. Few 
human institutions are perfect, and even on the Continent it 
might be supposed that registration has its drawbacks, but to 
Mr. Brickpate and his informants these are non-existent, and 
everything is for the best under the officialism of Prussia and 
Austria. 

Mr. Brickpaxe found the system of registration in force for a 
wide variety of different properties and for numerous and com- 
plicated interests. The particular examples, he says in a pass 
which ought not to lie buried in the dull pages of a blue book, 
‘“‘ shew the system as applied to vast featureless plains like the 
corn-growing regions of Hungary, to the busy mining and 
industrial districts of Saxony and the Black Country of Germany 
close to the Russian frontier, as well as to the picturesque 
Alpine hamlets and pastures—with their innumerable inter- 
dependent rights of way, water, and other complicated easements 
—to be found in Styria and the Salzkammergut; they pass 
from the intricacies of cellars and flats, courts and poanges of 
the Jews’ quarter of the City of Prague to the simple conditions 
of a quiet district in Brandenburg; . . from great cities 
where values are measured almost by the square inch to track- 
less wastes and bare mountains of hardly any value at all.” And 
his detailed report makes good this promise and reveals some of 
the curiosities of title which he came across in his wanderings. 
Small proprietors are far more numerous on the Continent than 
with us—a circumstance due to causes much more fundamental 
than any system of transfer of land —and the number of small 
sales and mortgages is proportionately large. In Austria, it 
seems, 75 per cent. of the transactions are for £50 and under. 
Mr. BrickpaLe gives an epitome of the incumbrance registers of 
two small properties in country districts in Austria (pp. 34-88), 
They certainly form curious reading. In the one case there are 
forty-nine entries, seventeen of which shew the creation of as 
many different mortgages for sums ranging from £2 to £50; 
other entries relate to the transfer or payment of some of the 
mortgages. In addition there are two entries of servitudes, two 
entries shewing obligations to lodge and maintain four named 
persons, and three entries of payments for grazing rights, &., 
charged on the land. The other case shews eighty-two separate 
entries under the incumbrances of one dwelling-house, and & 
very curious instance is given of the intricate interests in the 
different floors of a house in the Jews’ quarter in Prague (p. 71). 
But of course such titles, as Mr. Bricxpatu admits, are ex 
tional, and, assuming that this creation of small mortgages is 
only rendered — by registration, he very properly points 
out that the policy of facilitating them is open to question from 
a general point of view. 

These special examples, though sufficiently curious and inter- 
esting, do not seem to assist very materially the argument for 
registration. The question is whether for the great majority of 
ordinary cases registration can be shewn to be so clearly more — 
convenient than our existing system of private conveyancing — 


as to justify the change involved in recent Land Transfer © 


Bills. A similar remark applies to the chapter on large estates 
and settlements. Although, Mr. Brickpatz says, in most 
parts of the Continent small holdings and peasant proprietors 


are to be met with to an extent out of all proportion to that pre. — 
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vailing in England, yet, on the other hand, there are to be found 
in almost all parts of Germany, Austria, and Hungary, estates 
which for size, value, and continuity of family ownership, are 
second to nonein the world. Mr. Brickpars describes the strict 
settlements and entails under which these are held, and the 
mode in which the terms of the settlement are set out in the 
register. In Austria the large estates of the hereditary nobility 
are registered in special books, called “Land Tafeln,” kept in 
the provincial capitals. Mr. Brickpace suggests that this system 
has advantages for the great landowners which might possibly 
lead to its imitation in some modified form in this country, but 
the remark reveals very clearly an unfortunate tendency to see 
good in whatever appertains to Continental registration. If we 
. are to have compulsory registration at all, we shall hardly want 
one set of books for the big people and another for the little 
people. It is, indeed, beside the mark to trouble about the 
manner in which Austrian settlements are dealt with. Under 
the Settled Land Acts we have, so far as the land itself is con- 
cerned, advanced beyond the old settlement system. In ordi- 
nary cases the owner for the time being can sell free from the 
terms of the settlement, and under further probable changes in 
the law of conveyancing the right of transfer will be shewn 
with as much simplicity on the abstract of title as on the 
register. 

Mr. Brickpate naturally makes the most of the economy of 
cost, the economy of time, and the security which, so he alleges, 
prevail under the system of registration as practised on the Con- 
tinent. With respect to security, there is of course no doubt that 
the register can be made an effectual protection to the person 
who happens to be on it, but if he happens to have got there by 
means of a fraud or mistake, the true owner will find himself 
ousted. Mr. Brickpate admits the result, but says that no 
such case ever arises. With respect to expedition, it is stated 
that as a general rule ten or fifteen days is the outside time 
occupied in transactions relating to land, from the first begin- 
ning of the negotiations down to the final completion of the 
record in the land registry, while in cases of importance the 
officials will carry the matter through in three days or even in 
one day. With respect to costs, the registry fees and the fees 
for professional assistance are alike very low. In Prussia the 
registry fee for a £50 conveyance is 4s. 9d., for £500 it is 18s., 
for £1,000 it is £1 10s., and so on; and a lawyer who has the 
full charge of the proceedings may charge the same fees in 
addition. All this, of course, looks pleasing enough on paper, 
and Mr. Brickpaz has prepared a table contrasting the costs in 
Prussia and under the existing system in England, very much, 
of course, to the disadvantage of the latter. 

There is one obvious comment to be made on his results. 
They are excellent as an incentive to the Land Registry Office 
to try to follow suit, but as an argument that land-owners should 
at once cry out for compulsory legislation, they miss the point 
that our Land Registry Office is not under German management, 
and that the conditions of English and German life are not 
identical. In practice, the intervention of the Land Registry 
Office has not been found conducive to the speedy transaction of 
business, and its fees are certainly not fixed on the very moderate 
scale of our neighbours. Moreover, as Mr. Brickpae admits, 
English professional men will not work for the remuneration 
which is common in Germany. There, it ap (if Mr. 
Baicxpatz has been correctly informed), £10 is a high fee 
even in large matters and with wealthy clients, while Mr. 

RIOKDALE came across a judge who complained of a bill for 
£6 12s. 6d. which he had been charged for professional help in 
a purchase of over £4,000. The general question of the trouble 
and annoyance caused by the necessity of having recourse to a 
public office upon every transaction Mr. Brickpate only just 
refers to. Under the paternal Governments of Germany and 
Austria it is doubtless expedient to submit quietly to much 
which would be keenly resented here. Mr. Brickpace has 
drawn a very roseate picture of registration abroad, but it must 
be remembered that his report is nothing but an ez parte state- 
ment drawn up in the interests of the Registry office. It 
still remains to be shewn that registration ought to be made 
compulsory here in view of actual and ial improvements 


the limits of the Stannaries, or to be engaged 
undertaking beyond those limits, or to have entered into a con- 
tract for such working or undertaking,” the petition “‘shall be 
presented to the Stannaries Court whatever may be the amount of the 
capital of the company, and wherever the registered office of the company 
is situate” (and see Re New Torras Tin Mining Co., 1894, 2 Oh. 
344). By the Act of 1896 on the Ist of January, 1897 (the com- 
mencement of the Act), the Court of the Vice-Warden of the 
Stannaries will cease to exist, ‘‘ except for the 
cluding proceedings 


COMPANIES WINDING UP IN THE LEGAL YEAR 
1895-6. 


I 


Tue report made in June, 1895, by the Departmental Committee 
appointed by the Board of Trade stirred the Government to 
action, and early in 1896 the Earl of Duptey introduced in the 
House of Lords a ‘Bill intituled an Act to amend the Com- 
panies Acts,” which was, with some more or less important 
modifications, identical with the draft Bill proposed by the 
Departmental Committee. After being much criticized in the 
ress, legal and otherwise, from almost every point of view, 
rd Duptey’s Bill was referred to a Select Committee of the 
House of Lords. For the present, at any rate, the Bill is 
shelved. 

The legal profession and the commercial public seem to be 
getting just as tired of official administration of the assets of 
liquidating companies as they did of the same system when it 
was applied to the estates of bankrupts, and the decision of the 
House of Lords in Ex parte Barnes (which is more fully referred 
to below) is considered to have given the coup de grace to public 
examinations. Signs are not wanting of a retrograde policy as 
regards the liquidation of companies, but if this is to be fol- 
lowed it will not be until after a very fair trial has been given 
to the present mode of working things. A glance at sections 2 
and 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and at some 
of the rules of that year, is sufficient to shew that it was seriously 
intended to put liquidation and bankruptcy on something like 
the same footing, and to carry out this intention Mr. Justice 
Vavuenan WILLIAMs was entrusted with the winding-up juris- 
diction in 1892, He had had a large bankruptcy practice at 
the bar ; he was the author of a well-known book on bankruptcy 
law ; and he was then the judge who exercised the bankruptcy 
jurisdiction of the High Court. At the time of his appointment 
one important matter seems to have been forgotten ; he was not 
relieved from the duty of going on circuit. Experience has 
shewn that to send the judges of the Chancery Division to try 
cases at the assizes is a mistake, the principal reason being that 
a large portion of their ordinary work is the administration of 
estates which requires a judge’s thorough knowledge of the 
whole of the litigation as to any particular estate. Winding up 
is only the administration of a company’s estate, and that 
administration is more satisfactorily conducted by one judge 
than by two or more who take it piecemeal. Yet the winding- 
up judge is still sent on circuit. This is a defect which more 
than counterbalances any benefits derived from the transfer of 
the jurisdiction from the Chancery judges to the bankruptcy 
judge; but it could easily, and ought at once to, be remedied. 
The winding-up jurisdiction has again been altered by 
Statute ; the Stannaries Court will, at the end of 1896, have 
been swept away by the Stannaries Court (Abolition) Act, 1896 
(59 & 60 Viet. c. 45). Under section 1 of the Companies (Wind- 


ing-up) Act, 1890, one of the courts having jurisdiction to wind 
up companies was the Stannaries Court. The section says that 
if the paid-up capital of a company exceeds £10,000, a petition 
for a compulsory or supervision order is to be presented to the 
High Court, or if the company is within the jurisdiction of a 
Palatine Court, either to the 
and (sub-section 3) that if a re capital does not exceed 
£10,000, and the registered office let 

county court having winding-up jurisdiction, the petition shall 
be presented to the county court. But sub-section 4 provides 
that ‘“‘where a company is formed for working mines within the 


igh Court or the Palatine Court, 
is within the jurisdiction of a 


Stannaries, and is not shewn to be actually working mines beyond 
in any other 


of con- 


in that court at date,” and 





prov 
in conveyancing, and of the admitted failure of the Office to 
win public favour. 


as from that date “all j and powers of the said court 
and its officers shall, except as aforesaid, be transferred to and. 
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vested in such of the county courts as the Lord Chancellor may by 
order direct, and be exercised subject to and in accordance with 
rules of court for regulating the procedure in county courts” 
(section 1, sub-section 1). 

‘When the Lord Chancellor has made his order, the result will 
be that some county courts will have no winding-up jurisdic- 
tion, others will have such jurisdiction where the paid capital 
does not exceed £10,000, and the rest can wind up some com- 
panies the paid up capital of which exceeds £10,000. More- 
over, the High Court will (as now) have sole winding-up juris- 
diction in some cases where the company has paid-up capital 
not exceeding £10,000—that is, when the registered office is 
within the jurisdiction of a metropolitan county court—and in 
other cases where the paid-up capital exceeds £10,000; whereas 
it will still be without jurisdiction in the case of some companies 
with paid-up capital in excess of £10,000, although the regis- 
tered office is in London! This is rendered more certain—we 
will not say clearer—by section 3 of the new Act, which is as 
follows: “References in any unrepealed enactment to mines 
subject to the jurisdiction of the court of the Vice-Warden of 
the Stannaries, or within the cognizance of the said Vice- 
Warden, shall be construed as applying to mines which would 
have been subject to the jurisdiction of the said court if it had 
not been abolished.” 


The Lord Chancellor may also, by order, transfer to a county 
court any proceedings pending in the Stannaries Court on the Ist 
of January, and determine the place of sitting for the exercise of 
any “‘ jurisdiction transferred by this Act ” (section 1, sub-section 
2). Section 4 enables the county court judge to order to be tried 
before himself, or an arbitrator, or an officer of the court, any 


matter of dispute between any two or more mining companies— | pa 


a mining company being “any person or body of persons 
engaged in or formed for working mines within the Stannaries,” 
or between a mining company and the Prince of Wales and 
Duke of Cornwall, or any person having any estate or interest 
in the mine worked by or leased to that company. 

The practice of the Winding-up Court having become more 
settled, there is little to record in the shape of practice cases. 
The affidavit in suppori of a winding-up petition, which is 
commonly though erroneously called the “statutory affidavit,” 
came into existence over thirty years ago. It was created by 
Rule 4 of the General Order of November, 1862, and is re-pro- 
duced in almost identical terms in Rule 36 of the Winding-up 
Rules of 1890. It was rather a surprise to the profession to be 
told in 1896 that notice of the filing of this affidavit ought 
always to be given to te-other ade (he Now Weighing Macene 
Con WHN-TISUCy 38)-—When the petitioners were absent on the 
Continent of Europe, the court allowed the affidavit to be made 
by the clerk of the solicitors acting for them, he being shewn to 
possess full knowledge of previous proceedings, to obtain 
judgment for the debt on which the petition was founded 
Re Carrara Marble Co., W.N. (1896) 87). In Re Uniquia (40 

LiciTors’ JouRNAL 621) Mr. Justice Romer emphasized Rule 
1a of December, 1893, as to the time within which affidavi's in 
opposition to a winding-up petition are to be filed. 

A considerable amount of judicial light has recently been 
thrown on the position and powers of official receivers, whether 
acting as officers of the Board of Trade or as liquidators. Since 
Ex parte Barnard (40 W. R. 625; 1892, 3 Ch. 307) there has 
been a good deal of wobbling in the Court of Appeal as to the 
sort of report which justified an order for public examination 
under section 8 of the Act of 1890. One need only refer to Re 
Bortram Inipaard’s Vlei Gold Mining Co. (40 W. R. 689; 1892, 
3 Ch. 332); Re General Phosphate Corporation (43 W. R. 34; 
1895, 1 Ch. 3); and Palmer’s Company Precedents, Part II., p. 
477. The House of Lords in Er parte Barnes (44 W. R. 438 ; 
1896, A. O. 146) has now settled the law—and some people 
think the official receiver also—by declaring that the court 
cannot make the order unless from the “‘ further report” of the 
official receiver it appears that in his opinion a fraud has been 
committed by a person in the promotiom or formation of the 
company, or by a director or other officer of the company in 


' relation to the company since its formation, and that even one 


| 


of these ms cannot be 
facie of fraud against him 
report. Mr. Justice Vavenay Wutams has more than once 


ublicly examined unless a primd 


been disclosed by the further | }.. 


expressed in court an opinion to the effect that this decision has 
practically rendered section 8 useless. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
LEASE COSTS, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—I am concerned for a tenant who agreed to take a portion of 
the upper part of certain premises in London for three years from 
the 29th of September last at £120 a year. The tenancy agreement, 
which is dated in October, and, if this be material, extends to seven 
folios on foolscap, has not yet been exchanged. 

The lessor’s solicitors claim the scale costs applicable to leases at 
rack rents, under schedule I., part 2, of the Remuneration Order, 
alleging that there is a definite custom for the tenant under a tenancy 
agreement to pay such costs. 

No mention was made inthe negotiations conducted between the 
rties themselves as to payment of costs by either party, and I have 
contended that there is no general custom as to their psyment; that 
they are sometimes divided between the parties, but that in any case 
there is no custom in such case for the tenant to pay the scale 
charges. 

I should be obliged if any of your readers could favour me with 
any authorities on the point. New Inn. 


[As to charging the scale fee on an agreement for a three years’ 
tenancy of premises in London, see the opinions of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Nos. 262 and 265, in their Digest of the 
Remuneration Order (1889 edition).—Ep. S.J.] 








UNCERTIFICATED SOLICITOR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A question of some importance to the legal profession has 
arisen, as to whether a solicitor who has not taken out his annual 
certificate for two years can act for persons just as any other solici- 
tor, except that he cannot charge fees for so acting. 

In short, is there any penalty or step that can be taken against 
solicitor who so acts ? 

Is not his only penalty or disadvantage the inability to a 


9 


fees ? 


[Section 12 of the Solicitors’ Act, 1874, and section 44 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, appear to have been overlooked.—Eb. S.J.] 








The Lord Chancellor, on the 27th ult., received a deputation from the 
Public Control Committee of the London County Council in support of 
suggestions for the amendment of the law as to coroners’ inquests. Mr. 
Haydon, chairman of the committee, pointed out that the Council had 
experience of the anomalies and inconvenience of a system in relation to 
coroners which had not been adapted to meet present requirements. The 
committee therefore submitted to the late Government a series of twenty- 
two suggestions for amending the law (which included the recommenda- 
tions of the Death Certification Committee for ensuring inquiry into all 
deaths not certified by a properly qualified medical man), and proposed 
the appointment of medical inv tors to inquire into all uncertified 
deaths. The mostimportant of the remaining proposals was the reduction 
in the number of the jury to half the present number. Dr. Collins, vice- 
chairman of the Council, stated that much of the procedure of the coro- 
ners’ courts was obsolete and ineffective. What was wanted was thoro 
preliminary rage by competent medical men in lieu of that 
coroners’ officers. is would render the holding of formal inquests 
unnecessary in more than 50 per cent. of cases. The Lord Chancellor, in 
reply, expressed much sympathy with the objects of the deputation, but 
thought that grave difficulty might be experienced in any attempt to 
reduce the number of the jury. On the otherhand, he saw many advan- 
tages in the proposal to create medical investigators to make the prelimi- 
investigation, and promised that this proposal, and many others in 





the series of suggestions submitted, should ve his careful and 
‘ thetic attention. P Balas 


By Jonn InDERMADR, Solicitor, and CHARLES TuwalrEs, Solicitor. ° 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Appellants) v. GROVE, SURVEYOR OF 
TAXES (Respondent). No.1. 26th and 27th Nov. 


InLAND Revenve—Income Tax—County Councit—Iwnrergst Received on 
Loans—Depvuctions. 


This was an appeal by the London County Council from the decision of 
the Divisional Court (see 44 W. R. 599) on a special case stated by the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue, the question being whether the London 
County Council are liable to pay income tax upon interest received by 
them on loans made by them under certain statutes. By various Acts of 
Parliament the London County Council and their predecessors, the Mctro- 
politan Board of Works, have been given power to raise money by the 
creation of consolidated stock for the purpose of making loans to various 
local bodies. Under these provisions consolidated stock was created toa 
very large extent, and sums of money were lent to several local bodies. 
The total nominal amount of the consolidated stock existing on the 31st 
of March, 1892, was £28,811,637. The total loans outstanding on the 
31st of March, 1893, amounted to £10,297,675. The sum of £352,021 6s. 10d. 
was the aggregate amount paid to the London County Council in the year 
1892-3 by the various local bodies for interest upon money advanced to 
them. This sum was paid in full without any deduction in respect of 
income tax. This amount exceeded the interest payable upon the con- 
solidated stock by about £25,000. The interest payable upon the con- 
solidated stock was paid by the Bank of England to the stockholders 
after deducting income tax. In 1894, the London County Council were 
served with notice of additional first assessment under Schedule D of the 
Income Tax Acts in respect of the sum of £352,021 6s. 10d. They were 
also assessed under Schedule A in respect of certain lands of which they 
were owners, and which they let to tenants who paid them ground-rents 
after first deducting from such rentsincome tax. The surveyor held these 
assessments to be rightly made. On ap to the Commissioners the 
London County Council contended (1) that no duty was payable in respect 
of the sum of £352,021, but only such part of it as was profit; (2) that 
if duty was payable on such sum or part of itthen they were entitled for 
their own benefit toa sum equal to such duty out of the income tax 
deducted by the Bank of England from the interest payable to holders of 
consolidated stock. They further contended that no duty was payable 
by them in respect of the said lands, and that, if such duty was payable, 
then they were entitled for their own benefit to a sum equal to auch 
duties out of the income tax deducted by the Bank of England from the 
interest payable to holders of consolidated stock. The Commissioners 
upheld the assessment, and this was confirmed by the Divisional Court, 
who held that the interest they received was part of the corpus of the 
property which they enjoyed, and that they were liable to pay income 
tax upon it. They further held that the London County Council could not 
bring the money they borrowed, on the one side, and the money they 
lent, on the other side, into an account. From this decision the London 
County Council now appealed. 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorgs and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
a 


rd Esuer, M.R.—In this case a claim is made by the Crown against 
the London County Council for income tax in respect of the sum of 
£352,021 6s. 10d., being interest received by them on loans which the 
had made to certain local bodies. The London County Council objected, 
on the ground that no duty was payable in respect of such sum, but the 
surveyor held they were assessable. Nothing was said when before the 
surveyor as to deductions in respect of other transactions. The London 
County Council then appealed to the Commissioners. The only question 
before them was the same as was before the surveyor, and they held the 
said sum was assessable. When before the Commissioners, however, the 
London County Council not only said that no duty was payable, but went 
further, and said that if any was payable then they were entitled to 
deduct certain sums in respect of cther and totally different transactions. 
They stated that they were owners of certain property which they had 
let to tenants who paid ground-rents to them, from which income tax 
was deducted, and they contended that in that manner they had paid 
income tax for such tenants, and that therefore they were entitled now to 
deduct the sums so paid from the amount now claimed by the Crown. 
They further stated that they had bcrrowed very large sums of money, 


own act and deed. But the best answer would be that the company had 
treated the premium as paid, and had therefore waived its prepayment, 
The company therefore were liable. 


deducted the tax, but by an with the — 
in full, and the surv ao at aan tetihed rr ger 

the London County eae 
to do with any question as to that 
over-paid income tax to the Crown. The County 

tended that they had some sort of equitable claim against the Crown, but 
it has not been shewn that the Commissioners had any right to 
such aclaim. I cannot see 
were returnable. Appeal dism’ y 
Q.C., Bosanguet, Q.C., and English Harrison; Sir R. Webster, A.G., 
Danckwerts, Souicrrons, W. A. Blazland ; Solicitor of Iniand Revenue. 


[ Reported by E. G. Srrt.wa.t, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROBERTS v, SECURITY CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 30th Nov. 
Insurance — Burectary — Pourcy Sicnsp anp Sgzatep— Payment or 

Premium, Conprrion Precepent—RecitaL THAT PREMIUM HAD BEEN 

Parp>—Estopret—-Watver. 

Appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court (Grantham and Wright, 
JJ.), afirming the judgment of the Leeds County Court judge. The 
action was — a policy of insurance against loss by burglary and house- 
breaking. The defence was that there was no concluded contract of 
insurance. On the 14th of December, 1895, the plaintiff signed a proposal 
form, addressed to the defendant company, for a policy of insurance 
against loss arising from burglary aud housebreaking, in which form he 
agreed to accept a policy subject to the usual conditions prescribed by the 
company and endorsed on that policy ; and on the back of the form there 
was a statement that no insurance be co: 

897, and after that 9s. 9d. per year, the extra 2d.in the 
if to the Ist of January, 
December a 















, 


stor January 
first premium being stated to be for the odd days 


1896. No premium was ever paid. On the 18th o 

note, daead by the company’s agent, was handed to the piaintift, tn 
which, after reciting the proposal, and that the eo the 
sum of £ (left blank), the plaintiff was to be provisionally 


eange (subject to the conditions contained in and endorsed ara | 
orm of policy used by the company) for seven days from that date, or 
until the proposal be in the meantime declined. The seven days expired 
on i Day, and on the night of the 26th of December a burglary 
took place in the plaintiff’s house. On the 27th of December, at a 
meeting of the directors of the company, who were ignorant that a 
lary had been committed, a gy duly signed and sealed, | 
ins the plaintiff from noon of the 14th of December, 1895, to noon of 
the 1st of January, 1 


“ the first um of | 
9s. 11d. had been paid by the plaintiff to the ee yo One of the 
provisos in the policy was that no assurance by way of renewal or other- 
wise should be held to be effected until the premium due thereon should 
have been paid. The icy was never handed to the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff, in his evidence, stated that he was al con to pay the 
premium, but he was never asked forit. The Di Court, 


the county court judge, gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendants 


ap 

Tue 
appeal 
Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the effect of the proposal, and the accept- 
ance of it, became immaterial, because the matter did not there. 
A policy was duly signed and sealed on the 27th of December. as this 
@ conditional execution of the policy: The company it have delivered 
the policy to their secretary as an escrow—that is, until some condition 
was fulfilled. But there was no suggestion that they had done this. It 
became, therefore, the policy of the company. - The court must construe 
it to see how it applied. It insured the plaintiff from noon of the 14th 
of December, 1895, to noon of the 1st of January, 1897. that it 
was agreed that the recital that the premium had been was untrue, 
In his opinion the company was not jat liberty to show against their 


Cover (Lord Esuzr, M.R , Lorgs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


Lorgs, L.J., concurred. In his opinion if the assured, the day after the 
tendered 


execution of the policy, had gone to the company’s office 
the premium and demanded the policy, the company would have had no 
answer to his demand. 


on which they were bound to pay interest amounting to £966,000, and/ Ruony, L.J., concurred. The fgning ond sealing of the policy created 

they claimed that a deduction ought to be made in respect of that sum, | an insurance from the 14th of December, 1895, the first annual 

and that for that purpose the surveyor ought to have enquired into those being 9s. 9d., with an extra 2d. for the current year from the 14th of 

transactions. In my opinion you have no right to ask the surveyor to | December. ‘That extra 2d. was for the time which elapsed gy Lgeeeng 
uire into any transactions which are wholly independent of the trans- | and partly after the policy was executed. The com » at very 

action in dispute. It was argued that between the Crown and the | least, waived the prepayment of that 2d., which was sum @) le 

London County Council there was a right of set-off. I think there is no | to the period during which the loss occurred, In his opinion also 


such thing as a set-off in cases of this kind, and I find no such right 
within the provisions of any one of the Income Tax Acts. That was the 
judgment of the Divisional Court, but they went further, and said that the 
county council have no claim for deductions in respect of the other trans- 
actions. I do not wish to decide that question here, as in my opinion the 





in. vj i 
est¥ow on condition that it 


surveyor had nothing to do with those transactions. ‘There was only one | the premium, 
question before them—-namely, whether the county council were liable to fulfilled as if it had been delivered unconditionally at first. If, therefore, 
pay duty on the sums received by them as interest. [ am of opinion that | the assured had to office with the , the deed must have 
they are, and the appeal must therefore be dismissed. been handed to him. He could not lose his because he did not 
Lorzs, L.J., delivered a judgment to the same effect. tender the premium. He was ready to pay it.—Oovnsz., 
Ries, L.J.—The question here is whether the London County Council | Channell, ob. G. M. Cohen, A. Neilson; Longstaffe. Soxicrronrs, 





is chargeable in respect of the sum of £352,000, interest on money lent by 
them to local bodies. The parties paying ought in the usual way to have 


Burchell § Co. ; Harman, Ward, ¢ Collier. 


(Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. | 











“~ 


= 


—_— one 


\ 


96 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Re STEPHENSON, DONALDSON »v. BAMBER. No.2. 26th Nov. 


Witt—Consrrvuction—Larert Amnicuiry. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J.,on the construc- 
tion of the will of Robert Stephenson. By his will dated the 23rd of March, 
1896, the testator appointed the plaintiff Henry Donaldson his sole 
executor, and, after certain pecuniary and specific bequests, he proceeded 
as follows: ‘* And as to all the rest, residue, and remainder of my real 
and personal estate I give, devise, and bequeath the same unto the children 
of the deceased scn (named Bamber) of my father’s sister share and share 
alike.”’ The testator’s paternal aunt, Rebecca Stephenson, married William 
Bamber and had issue four sons, one of whom <lied young, and the other 
three had all married and had families. They all predeceased the testator, 
and the question arose whether the children of any one or of all of them 
were entitled to the residuary estate, or whether there was an intestacy. 
Kekewich, J., held that the children of the three deceased sons named 
Bamber of the testator’s father’s sister living at the date of the testator’s 
will and at his death were entitled in equal shares per capita as 
tenants in common. The next-of-kin (who were entitled in the event 
of an intestacy) appealed. 


Tue Cover (Lord Russert or Krtiowen, C.J., Linptsy and A. L. 
Suirn, U.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Russzi1 said they had to determine the intention of the testator, 
and gather that from what he had said in his wi'l, giving effect as far as 
possible to every word he had used. ‘There might be cases in which the 
court would supplement the terms of the will as to the intentions of the 
testator. Those cases might be described as of two classes: (1) There 
might be extrinsic facts to determine what the testator meant ; it extrinsic 
evidence could be brought to shew that the testator knew there was only 

é son that might be taken into c Struin an- 

4 Bat that was not the case here. (Z) Evidence of intention ht 
Dergiven in ceffain cases as laid down in the 6th and 7th propositions of 
Sir James Wigram’s book on “‘ Intrinsic Evidence in the Interpretation 
of Wills,” but that would not cover this case. In effect his lordship 
thought that Kekewich, J., had made a new will for the testator by 
writing ‘‘sons’’ for ‘‘son.’’ On the face of the will there was no 
apparent ambiguity ; the ambiguity only arose when it was seen tiat the 
claim of the three deceased sons could not be supported. It was said the 
case came within the principle of a number of cases which established the 
proposition that whenever there was an enumeration of persons and that 
enumeration was wrong in fact the court could eliminate the number. 
That proposition went too far. The court could not say that there was 
not an uncertainty which could not be removed by legal evidence. The 
= was that the gift was void for uncertainty and went to the next- 

Linpity, L.J., was of the same opinion. They were asked to say that 
the deceased son meant ali the deceased sons. ‘That could not be arrived 
at by common sense, but must be only under the compulsion of authority 
When the authorities were looked at they only held that under some 
circumstances the court might eliminate an inaccurate enumeration. 
Reject the inaccurate enumeration here and nothing would be left. Here 
they were asked to put in something—to say that children of the deceased 
son meant children of three deceased sons. Kekewich, J., fell into the 
error of putting the name Bamber with the wrong antecedent. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that all the cases were in reality cases of 
striking out. words from the will, but no authority could be found for 
adding to the will. Appeal allowed.—Covnse., Warrington, Q.C., and 
George Cave ; Bramwell-Davis,Q C.,and W.F. Webster ; Dibden. Sorrcrrors, 
Bridges, Sawteli, Heuwood, § Co.; Purkis § Co. 

[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Re ROBINSON, WRIGHT v. TUGWELL. No. 2. 20th and 30th Nov. 


Eccresiastican Law—Use or Brack Gown 1n Pviprr—ConprrionaL 
Bravest or Monry—Lecatiry. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J., who had refused to 
direct that the dividends of a certain fund in court should be paid to 
the Rev. Sydney Augustus Selwyn. Mrs. Francis Rebecca Robinson, by 
her will dated the 3lst of January, 1889, bequeathed a sum of £1,500 to 
endow a proposed church at Bournemouth, and made it ‘‘ an abiding 
condition that the black gown shall be worn in the pulpit, unless there 
shall be any alteration in the law rendering it illegal.’’ ‘The testatrix 
died shortiy after making her will. In November, 1891, when the 
proposed church was completed, the question of the legal validity of the 
condition was raised before North, J., who decided that the condition was 

, and directed that the fund should remain in court, in order that the 
income might be paid to the incumbent of the church only so long as 
he should comply with the condition. Liberty was reserved to the 
incumbent for the time being to apply for payment, and accordingly the 
Rev. 8S. A. Selwyn applied by summons for an order that the dividends on 
the fund might, notwithstanding that he did not comply with the condi- 
tion, which he alleged to be void. as being contrary to the rules of the 
ecclesiastical law, be paid out to him so long as he should be incumbent 
of.the church. North, J., considered that his former order, already 
mentioned, precluded the incumbent from disputing the legality of the 
condition, and refused to make any order on the summons. Mr. Selwyn 

. The appeal was argued on the 20th of November, and judg- 
ment was delivered on the 30th. 

Tue Covur (Lord Russect or Kittowen, C.J., and Livpiey and A. L. 
Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., read the judgment of the court, which was to the 
following effect : ‘The conditions upon which the testatrix made her gift 








any alteration in the law rendering it illegal ; secondly, that the condition 
as to wearing the black gown in the pulpit should be signed by any in. 
cumbent who might be appointed to the church. The Rev. Mr. Selwyn 
does not propose to wear the black gown when preaching in the Pourne. 
mouth church, which has now been built, nor has he signed the prescribed 
condition, but he insists that he is, nevertheless, entitled to the endow. 
ment. Ido not doubt that North, J., arrived at a right conclusion when 
he held that the condition about wearing the black gown in the Pulpit 
was not an impossible condition, and that it was a continuing condition, 
and I have nothing more to say as to this. It is now argued on behalf of 
Mr. Selwyn that the condition is illegal—that it is illegal for a clergyman 
of the Church of England to wear a black gown in the pulpit when 
preaching. I think that North, J., held that it was nol, but we gave 
Mr. Dibdin, although out of time, leave to argue this point for 
Mr. Selwyn. ‘The point when taken struck me as novel, for it 
is impossible to shut out from one’s recollection the time when 
to preach in a black gown was the rule and not the exception 
in the Church of England, and also the many bitter strifes which 
have taken place, not as to whether the use of the black gown 
in the pulpit was illegal, but whether the use of what have been 
called ritualistic vestments, which it was said trenched upon the ordained 
simplicity of the vesture of the clergy when officiating in the Church of 
England, could be lawful. Mr. Dibdin insisted that the use of the black 
gown in the pulpit was illegal, but he had to admit that until the present 
application no case could be found in the books in which any objection 
to the use of the black gown in the pulpit as being illegal had been made. 
No statement, no rubric, no advertisement, no injunction, and no canon 
could he point to which euacted or prescribed that to preach in the black 
gown was yey mo and therefore illegal, and he had also to admit that 
for a period of three centuries, from 5 Edward VI., a.p. 1551-52, down 
to a comparatively recent date there had been a contemporaneous and 
continual user of the black gown in the pulpit by clergymen of the 
Church of England when preaching. He, however, asserted that the 
judgment of the Privy Council delivered by Lord Cairns in 1877 in the 
case of Ridsdale v. Clifton (2 P. D. 276) had held the black gown to be 
illegal, which assertion, remembering the history of the time, strack me as 
remarkable. Now, what was it the Privy Council were adjudicating upon 
in Ridsdale v. Clifton? It was, as far as regards the question of vestments, 
whether the wearing during the service of the Holy Communion of vest- 
ments known as an alb and a chasuble was lawful. Throughout the whole 
of the case, which was most elaborately argued, and equally elaborately 
adjudicated upon, there is not even an allusion to the black gown, nor to 
what a clergyman was or was not to wear in the pulpit when preaching. Mr. 
Dibdin has seized upon a passage in the judgment (at p. 321 of the report). 
But the advertisement which I understand Lord Cairns was alluding to 
was: ‘* Every minister saying any public prayers, orministering the Sacra- 
ments or other rites of the Church, shall wear a comely surplice with 
sleeves to be provided at tue charge of the parish (see p. 316 of the judg- 
ment). It is obvious that this advertisement does not embrace the time 
of preaching, but only the saying of public prayers and ministering 
the Sacraments or other rites. It is wholly incorrect to say that either the 
judgment in Ridsdale v. Clifton or the passage relied upon has decided that 
the use of the black gown in the pulpit was illegal; it was not even dis- 
cussed, much less adjudicated upon. It was then argued that alth 

the Privy Council in Ridsdale v. Clifton might have been dealing not 
preaching in the pulpit, but only with the saying of public prayers and 
the administration of the Sacrament and other rites, yet as preaching a 
sermon from the pulpit was part of the order in the Prayer Book of the 
administration of the Lord’s Supper or Holy Communion, consequently 
it was part of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, and tuus came within 
the decision in Ridsdale v. Clifton. But it is erroneous to describe 
preaching a sermon as part of ministering the Sacrament of the Lord’s 
Supper. If it is, then every one of the congregation, confirmed or uncom- 
firmed, who attends evening service or any other service in which no part 
of the Communion service is read, if he remains for the sermon, takes 
part in the ministration of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, w 
with all respect to Mr. Dibdin’s argument, appears to me to be absurd, 
It is then said that the 23rd Article of Religion, under the heading of 
‘* Ministering to the Congregation,”’ joins the office of public preaching 
and ministering the Sacraments together; but I fail to see that the 
article shews that public preaching forms any part of the ministering of 
the Sacraments. No authority has been cited, nor doI believe any can 
be, to shew that preaching is part of ministering the Sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper, and in my judgment it is not. Neither can preaching be 
regarded as one of the “‘otker rites of the Church,”’ which are the words 
in the Advertisements of Queen Elizabeth and in Canon 58 of 1603-4 
What the exact meaning of the word ‘‘rite’’ is has not been decided; 
but the usage of three hundred years is enough to shew that whatever the 
word means, preaching in a black gown, which seems to have been the 
ordinary clerical dress, cannot be an infringement of the r 
requiring the use of the surplice in ‘‘ ministering the Sacraments and 
other rites of the Church.’’ [His lordship then dealt with several other 
cases on the subject, and continued:—] The warrant in law for the black 
gown is constant user for centuries. Inasmuch as no positive law exista, 
and no objection against the legality of the use of the black gown in the 
pulpit, which has ranged over three hundred years, can be found, and 
there is no decision that its use is illegal,‘I agree with what I understand 
North, J., to have held—that its use is nos illegal. Oo: 


appeal must be dismissed with costs. ‘The application nein ~~ not 
raise the question whether @ scheme can properly be sanctioned by the 


Dec. 5,°1896. > 
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towards the endowment of Christ Church, Paignton, so far as material to 
the point under consideration, were that she made it an abiding condition 
that the black gown should be worn in the pulpit, unless there should be 
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court, di with the condition of wert agg age dbe 
with any other of the conditions im by the testatrix. court 
therefore expresses no opinion on the point. The Lord Chief Justice of 
England and Lindley, L.J., agree in this judgment.—Covunsgi, Diddin ; 
Fossett Lock. So.icrrors, West, King, Adams, § Co., for Preston § Francis, 
Bournemouth ; Bridgman & Willcocks. 


| Reported by R. C. Macxeyzis, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re DEELEY’S PATENT. Chitty, J. 2nd Dec. 


Practice—Costs—Patent—Leave to Amenp—IngerrectuaL AMENDMENT— 
Patents, Desians, anp Trapre-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. 
c. 57), 8. 19. 

This was an application with d to the costs of a motion for leave 
to proceed with an application to the Comptroller for the amendment of a 
specification. There was a petition for revocation of the patent then 
ee. Leave was granted (see Re Deeley’s Patent, 11 R. P. C. 72). 

he amendments were in due course applied for and allowed, but tha 

V4 petition for revocation was proceeded with notwithstanding. In 

result the patent was found not to have been amended to the extent 

required to support it. PP eae Saar ae 

Ourrry, J., said that he had a discretion as to these costs under section 
19 of the Act of 1883. The language of the section rather pointed to the 
applicant being put upon terms. The applicants had succeeded in their 
application for leave to amend, but the application was not extensive 
enough. ‘The amendment, therefore, was to some extent idle, and the 
right course, therefore, was to say that there should be no costs of that 

lication or of the present one, and his lordship so ordered.—Covunsz, 

. Terrell, Q.O.; Roger Wallace, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, Stibbard Gibson ¢ Co, for 
Rowlands § Co., Birmingham ; Wakeford, May, ¢ Woulfe. 


[Reported by J. F. Waugy, Barrister-at-Law. } 





THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL ON RELATION OF EALING URBAN 
DISTRICT COUNCIL v. WEMBLY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. Chitty, 
J. 2nd Dec. 

Practice—Costs —ConsgntT—INJUNCTION. 


In this action, nth nb ae a pa So ea ved 
sewage farm, an unde ing was given by : 
They were now willing to consent to a perpetual injunction, but it was 
contended for them that the p i were rendered unnecessary by 

\ certain prior proceedings by another public body against the defendants, 
and that they had been put to wou fae in the conduct of the 
proceedings by the plaintiffs, and that was a ground for the court 

giving special directions as to costs. 


Currry, J., said that the court would not allow parties to compromise 
all matters except costs, and leave the costs for the court to decide. The 
ean ee Se Seen ems on eee ase tual injunc- 
tion would be granted by consent. His lordship was to decide the 
question of costs. The question decided i . By consenting to the 
injunction the defendants admitted that they were wrong, and they must 
pay the costs.—CounsgL, Levett, Q.0., and RB. C. Glen; Ingpen. Soxicrtors, 
J. T. Rossiter ; Ruston, Clark, § Ruston. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re MEYRICK, MEYRICK vr. HARGREAVES. Chitty, J. 26th Nov. 
Revenve—Estate Dvry—AppPortTioNMENT. 


Summons. Bya voluntary settlement, dated the 4th of April, 1881, made 
between the settlor, Sir George Meyrick, and his wife, Lady Fanny Meyrick, 
the settlor, after reciting that certain securities had been into his 
wife’s name as trustee of the said settlement, assigned to her also as 
trustee the moneys recoverable on certain policies of assurance and a sum 
of bank annuities to be held on the trusts declared therein, which inter 
alia were as follows: To pay the income to the settlor for life, and after 
his death to raise £2,000 and pay that sum clear of all deductions except 
succession duty to the trustees of the marriage settlement of his eldest 
daughter, Mrs. Spencer, also to raise a sum of £2,000 and pay it to the 
defendant Julia Fulford, subject to these 4 sp se to pay the income of 
the trust funds to the said Lady Meyrick for her life. The deed also 
contained a declaration to the effect that if either of the settlor’s then 
unmarried daughters, Clara Meyrick, who subsequently became Mrs. 
Nugent, or Fanny Meyrick, who subsequeittly became Mrs. Douglas, 
should have married m his lifetime, then at hie death or on their 
respective marriages if occuring after his death the trustee or trustees of 
the said voluntary settlement should set aside for each of them a fund of 
£27,000, called in the settlement the first and second trust funds respectively, 
to be settled upon her in the manner he’ therein indicated ; subject to 
these a) tions the balance of the fund was to be held in trust for 
the as the settlor and Lady Meyrick should a t, or in default 
(which event happened) should to the settlor The settlor 
reserved a power of revocation and new appointment. Under his power of 
revocation at various times he appoin sums to himself amounting to 
about £15,000. On the intended of the daughter Fanny, Mrs. 
Douglas, the settlor irrevocably appointed that from and after his death if the 
intended marriage should take in bis lifetime (which happened) the 
trustees of the voluntary ement should hold the above-mentioned 
second trust fynd of £27,000 in trust for Mrs. Douglas absolutely, On 


the | raised by the plaintiff in his summons was w. 


events which happened, a residue of about 

the settlor. The estate duty in of 

of the voluntary settlement, free to £6,054 13s, 6d., was paid 

plaintiff. The pen the t Sir 

tick, was the sole executor of his mother, 

and, as such, trustee of the voluntary settlement 

thous utere ; he wus leo auteaaer wnebesdiinen! Meguies eae the OR 
ree sisters ; he was executor 

his father, the settlor, the late Sir Geor, ate 

the present year. The defendants were the other trustees of the respective 

marriage settlements of the settlor’s daughters; 

pointee; and the eldest ter, Mrs. 8 ° 


became payable under the Finance Act, 1894, upon the death of Sir George 
Meyrick on the 7th of March, 1896, in respect 
trusts of the eettlement of the 4th of April, 1881, 
out of the residue of such funds, or divided 
£2,000 payable to the plaintiff and others 
settlement, the sum of £24,427 7s. 
Nugent’s settlement, the sum of £27, 
Douglas's settlement, the sum of £2,000 payable 
Fulford, and the sum of £3,000 payable to the 
respectively. 

Currry, J., stated the facts, and said 
laintiff, as executor of Sir G. 
ursed a rateable proportion of the 

respective funds payable to the various defendants. 
consider what was the nature of the provisions 
with regard to the two sums of £27,000 
correct to say that either of those sums was 
funds subject to the voluntary settlement. 
incumbrances, as the settlor could not have 
executors have done so. They did not therefore 
sub-section 1, of the Finance Act, 1894. In his 
sums payable to the various defendants were 
liable to estate duty, and that the provisions as to 
£24,427 7s. constituted in fact substantive 
There was no question that estate duty 
fund on the death of Sir G. Meyrick. 
the plaintiff as trustee of settlement, 
executor. As directed by 6, 
fund, made a request to himself as 
settled fund. By section 8, sub-section 4, he 
for the duty on the whole, , perhaps, 
came to the settlor’s estate. UNSEL, Byrne, Q. 
Farwell, Q.C., and Austen-Cartmell ; F. L. Wright. 
Arnold, § Co. ; Pemberton, Garth, § Cope. 

(Reported by Ratzon B, Pauitrorrs, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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Re THE ROUNDWOOD COLLIERY CO., LEE +. THE ROUNDWOOD 
COLLIERY CO. Stirling, J. 30th and 31st Oct. and 17th, 18th; and 
28th Nov. 


LanpDLorD AND Tgenant—Votuntary Winpixo Ur or Company—DrsTress 
PUT IN BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF Winpinc Up—Stayrve Paocespinos— 
Companies Act, 1862, ss. 87, 134—Mininc Leass—Disrness Exrenpine 
To CHATTELS ON PREMISES OTHER THAN THOSE DeMIseD BY THE _ 
Brus or Sate Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), ss. 4, 6—Briis or 
—_ Act (1878) Amsanpment Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), ss, 
3, 8. 


Motion. Two questions were raised in this case. The first was 
whether the court ought to restrain two distresses levied by two different 


landlords of lands by the company under 
by the Companies Act, 1862. The second 
the distresses put in was invalid on the ground that it 
power in the lease which rendered it 








a 
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15th of October the usual judgment was given in the debenture-holder’s 
and the liquidator was _— receiver and manager on behalf 
of the debenture-holders. e liquidator and the plaintiff in the 
debenture-holder’s action now moved to restrain all further proceedings 
under the distresses put in by the two landlords. The first question raised 
the case applied to both , but the second only to that put in 
Lord Effingham. The power of distress given by this demise granted 
Lord Effingham was limited to the tenant’s goods, but extended not 
only to the premises thereby demised, but to any adjoining or neighbour- 
ing collieries, and as a matter of fact the chattels taken under this distress 
were found on lands demised by Mr. Foljambe. 


Srmuimc, J.—The Companies Act, 1862, contains no provisions as to 
distress expressly a where the winding up is purely peng 
but section 138 ena the liquidator in a voluntary winding up to apply 
to the court to exercise in t of any matter all or any of the powers 
which the court might exercise if the company were being wound up 
com ly. In Re The Great Ship Co, (12 W. R. 139, 4 DeG. J. &8. 63) 
great doubt as to the jurisdiction of the court in cases of compulsory 
winding up to restrain further proceedings under a distress levied or 
execution issued at the commencement of the winding up but not 
completed by sale was expressed by the Court of Appeal. It is said, 
however, on behalf of the applicants that the course of subsequent 
decisions, such as Re Erhall Mining Co. (12 W. R. Dig. 136, 4 De G. J. 
& 8. 377), and Re Artistic Colour Printing Co. (28 W. R. 943, 14 Ch. D. 502), 
prove that these doubts have been removed. These cases do not appear to 
me to bear out the contention. I do not, however, express a final opinion 
on this matter because I have come to the conclusion that the j ction, 
if it exists, ought not to be exercised in the present case. I understand the 
result of Re The Great Ship Co. to be that a creditor who has issued 
execution, or a landlord who has levied distress, before the commencement 
of the winding up will be allowed to proceed to sale unless ial 
reasons exist rendering it inequitable that he should be permitted so to 
do. Onthe other hand Re Lancashire Cotton Co. (36 W. R. 305, 35 C. D. 656) 
shows that a creditor who does not issue execution, or a landlord who 
does not levy a distress until after the commencement of the winding up 
will not be allowed to or unless there are jal reasons rendering 
such a course inequitable. In applying these sles to applications made 
in voluntary winding up the first question is, What is the commencement 
of a voluntary winding up? That has long been settled to be the time of 
the of the second or confirmatory resolution. In the present case, 
then, the have been put in force before the commencement of 
the winding up and ought, therefore, to be allowed to proceed unless 
there are special reasons against such permission being given. I do not 
find any such special reasons. It may be thought that, if the court 
refuses to interfere in such a case as the present, the passing of the first 
resolution to wind up will operate as an invitation to unpaid judgment 
creditors and landlords to use their legal remedies, and that the distri- 
bution of the company’s assets pari passu will be interfered with. 
Possibly one of the objects of section 84 of the Act of 1862 was to prevent 
a similar result in the case of a winding up by the court, Still the 
Legislature did not see fit to make a voluntary winding up commence at 
the passing of the first resolution ; and in reality I am asked to fix the 
commencement so far as legal proceedings are concerned at another date 
than that determined by the Act of Parliament. In my judgment, I 
ought not to do that, and consequently the motions fail so far as they are 
based on section 138 of the Companies Act, 1862. As regards the second 
point the question turns on the meaning of sections 4 and 6 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878. The words ‘‘ power of attorney, authorities, or licenses to take 

m of personal chattels as security for any debt’’ occur in the 

Is of Sale Act, 1854, but no such clause as section 6 is found in that 
Act. In Re Stockton Iron Furnace Co. (27 W. R. 433,10 Ch. D. 335) the 
Court of Appeal held that an ordinary clause in a mortgage, whereby the 
mortgagees attorned and became tenants to the mortgagees of the mort- 
gaged property at a yearly rent, was not an authority or license to take 

m of personal chattels within the meaning of the Act of 1854. As 
was pointed out in Ex parte Jackson (29 W.R. 253, 14 Ch. D. 723) section 
6 of the Act of 1878 was introduced in order to alter the law as regards 
tenancies created by way of security for debts; and, accordingly, attorn- 
ments, instruments, and agreements whereby a power of distress is given 
or __ to be given (whether expressly or by operation of law) do now 
fall in general within the scope of the Bills of Sale Acts (see Ex parte 
Kennedy, 36 W. R. 793, 21 Q. B. D. 384, and Green vy. Marsh, 40 W.R. 
449; 1892, 2Q. B. D. 330). Mining leases, however, are exempted from 
the operation of section 6 of the Act of 1878, while there is nothing either 
in that section or in any other section which applies to ordinary leases or 
affects the Jandlord’s power of distraining under such leases. It has, 
however, been held in Pulbrook v. Ashby (35 W. R. 779) that a power of 
distress introduced into a lease forthe purpose of securing to the lessor a 
debt other than rent is a license to take possession of personal chattels as 
security for a debt within the meaning of section 10 of the Act of 1878. 
Now, though leases are excepted from the operation of section 6 
of that Act, there is nothing to except them from the operation of section 
4. The case seems tome to be on all fours with that of a lessor granting 
an ordinary lease of a house, but to himself a power to distrain 
on of the lessee found in another house not comprised in the lease. 
I such a power would bea license to take jon of personal 
chattels as security fora debt. In my judgment, therefore, the lease is, 
as regards the goods seized, a bill of sale, and the distress ought to be 
restrained.—Counset, Buckley, Q.C., and Eustace Smith ; Graham Hastings, 
Q.C., and Upjohn; Younger. Soticrrors, J. § R. Gole; Bell, Brodrick, ¢ 


Gray, for Parkes, Rhodes, § Co. ; Radford § Frankland, for Pashley § Hodg- 


[Reported by J, I. Srintise, Barrister-at-Lay. } 





Re LEVER, CORDWELL v. LEVER. Stirling, J. 26th Nov. 


Tenant ror Lirs—RsMAINDERMAN—EXPENsES oF Sanrrany RePams— 
Pustic Heatru (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), ss. 11, 117, 
121. 


Summons. The only point on which this case requires reporting was 
whether the expenses of certain sanitary repairs of some leasehold houses 
which formed part of the testator’s estate were to be borne by the tenant 
for life or were — out of corpus. The repairs in question had beey 
ordered by the local authority under the Public Health (London) Act, 
= and had been executed and paid for by the trustees of the testator’s 
Sriziine, J.—It appears that under the Public Health Act, 1891, the 
local authorities gave notice to the owner or occupier of certain leasehold 
houses, subject to the trusts of the testator’s will, to do certain sanitary 
works. The work has been done, and the question is how the trustees are 
to be repaid the sums expended on these works. Under the Public Health 
Act, 1891, an obligation to effect these works is thrown on the owner. If 
he does not, the local authorities may execute the works themselves and 
recover the costs from the occupier, but the occupier may deduct such 
costs from the rent to be paid by him to the owner, so that ultimately 
the incidence of the costs falls on the owner. Now the owner, asdefined = 
by the Act, is she parm i ipt re profits—in this case 
the trustees, and the cost therefore falls on them as trustees. They, of 
course, are entitled toan indemnity. The question is, whether the indemnity 
is to fall on the tenant for life or to be paid out of corpus. [ see not 
either in the frame of the will or in the general law which throws the 
indemnity on the tenant for life. The case of Re Tucker (43 W.R. 581; 1895, 
2 Ch. 468), which was referred to in the course of the argument as an 
authority that sanitary expenses should not fall on the corpus, seems to me 
to be of a different description altogether. The result, therefore, is that 4 
the costs id in the first-ttistance by the trusters, 
and m m out Of corpus.—COUNSEL, Stokes; Cowan; 
Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and K. G.- Metcalfe ; Graham Hastings, Q.0., and 
Dunham. Soxtcrrors, Gasquet § Metcalfe ; G. Cordwell. 


{Reported by J. I. Streiina, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Lewes Assizes. Va 
REG. v. GRIMWOOD. Pollock, B. 27th Nov. 


Camuna, Law—Cuarce or Assautt—Conviction at Quarter Sgssions 
or Common ASsAULT—DISAGREEMENT OF JURY UPON OTHER CounTs—CasE 
SENT FOR TRIAL TO ASSIZES UPON THESE CouNTs—PLEA oF AUTREFOIS 


Convict. : 


In this case the prisoner had been tried at the Hastings Borough Quarter 
Sessions before the recorder upon an indictment containing four counts— 
namely, (1) unlawfully inflicting grievous bodily harm to William Waite; 
(2) poe A wounding Waite; (3) unlawfully assaulting Waite, occa- 
sioning him actual y harm; (4) common assault upon Waite. The 
assault was alleged to have been committed on the 26th of August, 1896, 
upon William Waite, a police constable in charge of a barrier across 4 
road during a carnival at Hastings. It was alleged on the part of the 
prosecution that the prisoner first struck Waite upon the back with a pole 
and then threw away the pole and struck Waite with his fist in the face, 
The jury at Hastings found a verdict of guilty of common assault by 
striking Waite in the face with his fist, but stated that they were unable 
to agree upon a verdict on the other three counts of the indictment. The 
recorder thereupon entered a verdict of guilty upon the fourth count, but 
refused to pass sentence, and remitted the case to the assizes at Lewes for 
trial upon the first three counts of the indictment. When the case was 
called on at the assizes the prisoner’s counsel put in a plea of autrefois convict, _ 
and contended that upon this plea the prisoner was entitled to judgment. 
Counsel for the prisoner contended that the assault was really one assault, 
and could not be split into separate assaults. The whole facts were before 
the Hastings jury, and they found a verdict of guilty of common assault. 
They might have found that verdict on any of the four counts. The pre- 
sent jury might also find a verdict of common assault, when the prisoner 
would be convicted twice of the sameoffence. The prisoner had been in 
peril on the same facts and a verdict returned, and he could not be charged 


again. Counsel for the prosécution said that this was a misdemeanour, 
and several charges had been inserted in the same indictment. The serious 
assault was ing the police constable with the pole, and this charge 


was contained in the first en counts of the indictment, and upon these 
counts the jury returned no verdict. The jury expressly found the pri- 
soner guilty of a common assault in striking the constable in the face. 
This was a totally distinct charge. [Pottocx, B.—There was practically 
only one sssault. It is not like the case of one assault committed at one 
time and another at another time. The facts were all before the jury, 
and they could have convicted upon all the counts. The prisoner has 
been in peril once, and how can he be tried again?] This is not like the 
case of preferring a new indictment on the same facts. No fresh charge 
is made, The indictment here is the one preferred at Hastings on which 
the jury disagreed. There has been no verdict upon the first three counts 
of the indictment. [Potuocx, B.—It may be that the recorder might 
have rg to uccept such a verdict, as it was “to st ert 5p 
But ha — it, the prisoner cannot i . i = 
Elrington (1 B. & 8. 688) Cockburn, C.J., said that ‘“‘ we must bear in 
mind the well established principle of our criminal law that a series of 

harges shall not be preferred, and whether a person accused of a minor 

fence is acquitted or convicted, he shall not be charged again on the 
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same facts in a more vated form.’’ Is not that principle =— 
here ?] It is submitted that theee charges of assault are different . 
The real charge was that of assault with vend ope and upon that charge 
the jury di . The jury have expressly confined their verdict to 
one specific assault. 

Pottocx, B.—I am quite clear about this case. The prisoner cannot be 
put upon his trial again on the same facts upon which a verdict has 
already been returned. The recorder has merely sent the cave here to be 
tried, and therefore I cannot pass sentence upon the prisoner for the con- 
yiction found at Hastings. I have no power to send the case back to 
Hastings. All I have power to do is to give judgment for the prisoner 
upon the plea of autrefois convict. The prisoner will be discharged.— 
CounsgL, C. F. Gill; T. M. Stevens. Sortcrrons, Jones § Glenister, Hastings ; 
F. W. Morgan, Hastings. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.! 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The general meeting of this association was held on Tuesday in the 
Middle Temple Hall, the Attorney-General presiding. 

Mr. Macrory read the report for the year 1895-96, which stated that, 
owing to the numerous applications for relief, which were in 

rly without a proportionate increase of income, the committee hi 

foan compelled to part with some of the invested funds. Notwithstand- 
ing this sale the account at the banker’s was overdrawn on the 30th of 
June by £78 1s. Since the date of the closing of the accounts a further 
sacrifice had had to be made to meet the demands for relief. The dona- 
tions received during the year amounted to £511 3s. 6d., and a legacy of 
£100 ; the annual subscriptions were £1,389 16s. Fourteen members were 
added to the list of annual subscribers, and thirteen members increased 
their subscriptions, making a total of £79 16s. Five members died, six 
withdrew, and three reduced their subscriptions, a total loss of £18 18s. 
thus being made. The association consists of 780 members. 

The Cuarrman, in moving the adoption of the report, said that they had 
this year somewhat departed from the practice previously adopted of 
inviting as many of the judges as could attend, and ladies, to be present. 
They had done so for the reason that the opinion had been expressed by 
many old supporters of the society, and those whose opinion is entitled to 

t weight, that until they could get larger and more general support 

m the members of the bar, they were scarcely justified in inviting those 
to be present whom they formerly invited. He did not propose to make 
any appeal to them upon the grounds upon which eloquent appeals had 
been made in years gone by as to their duty to support members of the 
profession and the wives and families of those who had fallen out of the 
ranks, who had been unsuccessful, and who had strong claims upon their 
assistance and help. He had known intimately the working of that 
society for upwards of twelve or thirteen years, and he could indorse, from 
his personal experience as to the nature of the cases they had had to 
relieve, every word that had been said by previous chairmen. Honestly, 
it did not seem to him that the society received in any shape or form the 
amount of support that ought to be extended to it by the bar of England. 
He was aware that there had been a great deal of criticism, and they 
invited criticism, but, of course, it must be understood that the responsi- 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpgnts’ Desatine Socrery.—November 17.—Chairman, Mr. 
Herbert Smith.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Cain v. 
Moon (1896, 2 Q. B. 283) was decided.’’ Mr. W. M. Woodhouse 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. C. H. L. Alder seconded in the affirmative. 

. Frederick Huntley opened in the negative; Mr. A. W. Watson 
seconded in the negative. The follo members also spoke: Mesars. 
A. H. Kichardson, W. Wilde, Cewley, F. G. Jones, Haseldine Jones, 
and Neville Tebbutt. The motion was lost by six votes. 

November 24th.—Chairman, Mr. Seager Berry.—The subject for debate 
was ‘* That the enactments vaccination ought to be 
repealed.’’ Mr. 0. Herbert Smith opened in the affirmative; Mr. A. Hair 
opened in the negative. The a Rr pg also :—Mesers. 
A.H. Richardson, N. Tebbutt, N. E. , A. E. ) w. 
Sells. The motion was lost by six votes. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE COLONIAL PROBATES ACT, 1892. 
Oxpsr 1n CovunctL. 


27th November, 1896. 
Whereas by the first section of ‘‘ The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,’’ it is 
enacted as follows :—‘‘ Her Majesty the Queen may, on satisfied 
that the Legislature of any British Possession has made 
sion for the recognition in that of 
administration granted by the Courts of the United Kingdom, direct f 
a in —— part — oe shall, yo to any ban gamer and - 
cations specifi e , a) to t possession, thereu 
while the order is in force, this’ Act nd 


the Legisature of the Dish Poe- 


possession of probates and letters of administration gran 
by the Courts of the United Now, therefore, her Majesty, by 
virtue and in exercise of the powers by the above-recited Act in Her 
Majesty vested, is pleased by and with the advice of Her Most Honour- 
able Privy Council to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows :—‘‘ The 
Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” shall a to the British Possession here- 
Dominion of Canada. 


under mentioned :—The Province of in the of 

And the Right Honourable Joseph Chamberlain, one of Her Majesty's 
Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the necessary ons herein 
accordingly. G, L. Pas. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 

Orper or Court. 
: Tuesday, the 24th day of November, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord h Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. 


bility of managing the affairs of such a society as that was no light | Williams 


responsibility. He did not think that those who criticized perhaps knew 
very much of what had to be done—of the responsibilities of the com- 
mittee to whom was entrusted the discharge of very important duties. 
The number of members was only 780. They knew the number of prac- 
tising barristers and the number of men who could help them, and when 
they looked through the lists of the association and remarked the absence 
of many conspicuous names they felt it rather hard upon those who had 
done their utmost to support the society, had in many cases increased their 
subscriptions, and had continued their mee ae when, no doubt, 

were large claims upon them. They felt that they must do all that 
they could to increase the number of the subscribers. They had given 
away £2,785, and their subscription income amounted only to £1,389, or a 
deficit of subscriptions of, practically speaking, £1,400. They had, too, 
been obliged to trench upon their invested capital. He could assure them 
that, whereas they had been able to relieve 150 cases and only refuse 
seventeen, there were many instances in which they would have been only 
too glad to give a larger sum than they had the funds to afford. 

Sir F. Locxwoop seconded the adoption of the report. He was in favour 
of approaching the local bars, and of getting local committees to work 
hand in hand with the central committee. 

The report was unanimously adopted. 

Sir E. Cianxe moved the election of the committee of management, and 
this was seconded by his Honour Judge Lumizy Surrn and agreed to. 

The Soxicrron-GrneRat moved, and Sir A. Marten seconded, a vote of 
thanks to the auditors, his Honour Judge S e and Mr. H. G. David- 
son; and the meeting concluded with a vote of thanks to the Attorney- 
General for presiding. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
November 30.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. C. H. Kirby 
opened a debate on the motion *‘ That it is desirable to further amend the 


company laws in the direction of greater s as against — 
directors, and other officers.’’ Mr. A. H. Ric opposed, and was 





SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich (1896—V—No. 699). 


In re The Victoria Steamboats, Limited Vere Herbert Smith v Robert 
Daniel Wilkinson and the Victoria Steamboats, tree OO a 
wury, C. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Heminc, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr, 
Pember, Q.C. His term of office will commence on the 1ith of January | 
Mr. 8. H. Lzonanp, barrister, has been appointed Assistant Reader in 
Roman Law, &e., to the Osesall of Lagah Mitsation, ie the. pines of tie 
late Mr. J. K. C. Munro, 
Mr. B. Fosserr Lock, barrister, has been appointed a Member of the 
General Board of Examiners. 
Lord Davey has been appointed Master of the Library at Lincoln’s-inn 
for the ensuing year. 

CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 

Drsso.vutions. 

Wms Bartierr and Joun Frepenick Henry Arxivson, solicitors, 
Liverpool (Bartlett & Atkinson). Oct. 31. 
Bzrnarp Ex.is and Hzrxerr G. Pures, solicitors, Hastings (Bernard 
Ellis & Phillips). Nov. 6. m [@azette, Nov. 27. 


Watrer Tompson and Russen, i solicitors, 12, Pancras- 





followed by Mr. 8. EK. Hubbard. ‘The supporters and o ts of the 
motion were equally divided, and it was decided by the giving 
his casting vote against it. 





lane, London & . 29. 
(Thompeon & Ardagh) ; Deo. i 
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GENERAL. 


During the former part of this week Lord Justice Kay’s condition is 
stated not to have been at all satisfactory, but a considerable improvement 


is reported to have occurred. 

Mr. Augustine Birrell, M.P., Q.C., will deliver his introductory lecture 
as profeceor at University College, London, in the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn 
— permission of the Benchers), on Monday, the 7th of December, at 
4.30 p.m. 


Sir Walter Phillimore, as leader of the Western Circuit, was to enter- 
tain his Honour Judge Bompas, Q.C., and the leading members of the 
circuit at a private dinner, at his residence in Eaton-place, on Friday, in 
celebration of Mr. Bompas’s recent appointment as a County Court Judge. 
Lord Justice Lopes, as a former member of the circuit, accepted an invi- 
tation to be present. 


The 30th ult. was the last day for depositing in the Private Bill Office 
of the House of Commons the plans and notices for private Bills for the 
ensuing Session. There is stated to be a great increase in the numbers as 
compared with last year, the totals being 293 for this year, as against 258 
last year. The figures are made up as follow :—Sixty-eight railway Bills, 
as against 63 ; 19 tramway Bills, as against 15 ; 60 miscellaneous Bills, as 
— 66; 91 miscellaneous provisional orders, as against 77; and 55 

tric lighting provisional orders, as against 37. 

At the Derby Assizes, on Monday, says the Zimes reporter, Mr. Justice 
Day took occasion to make some observations upon the subject of im- 
prisonment as a mode of punishment. The case was that of a man 
named John Barton, who pleaded “‘ guilty’’ to charges, on two indict- 
ments, of obtaining goods by false pretences. A number of previous 
convictiuns were recorded against him. His Lordship said he had the 
greatest difficulty in knowing what to do with such cases. The only 
means he had of punishing the man was to send him to prison, but that 
did such men no good, and was, besides, a very costly burden to put upon 
those who had to pay the expense of keeping them in idleness and pro- 
viding them with all sorts of comforts in prison. He wished the public 
at large would take the same view of the matter as he did. He was sure 
that if people had the same experience as he had of the results of prison 
treatment they would agree with him that it was little or no use. Aman 
who had been in prison as often as Barton had looked upon it as his 
home. His Lordship added that if he had his way he would make 
prison a much less «Meee: place, and would never send a man there 
except to receive ral punishment. Men should be kept in prison 
but a short time, but they should be well flogged. Prisons very rarely 
reformed a man, and, in Barton’s case, reformation was out of the ques- 
tion. He would have to go to prison for twenty-one calendar months. 








THE REGISTRATION OF TITLE TO LAND. 


Mr. B. G. Laxz has addressed a letter to the Times, in which he says 
that. ‘* No one, and certainly no lawyer, has or can have any objection to 
the establishment of a system of registration of title to land, provided it 
be.convenient, safe, and not unnecessarily costly. The objection to the 
existing system is that it does not fulfil these conditions and requires 
radical revision. With such revision compulsion would be unnecessary, 
and a landowner would (as in Australia in the case of land granted before 
the establishment of registration in the colony) have the option of select- 
ing whichever of the two systems of conveyancing—that now in general 
use, or registration of title—were the better suited to the circumstances 
of his property. I venture to think that the evidence given before the 
Parliamentary Committee of 1895 established these propositions. Lest it 
be said that the evidence was critical, not constructive, I will with diffi- 
dence submit what are, in my views, = mee RL. a 
factory system of registration of title. It (a) Sho volun , in 
order, by competition, to give the officials every inducement to mew it 
convenient and attractive. 

(4) Should confer a guaranteed, not an absolute, title, so that no true 
re ee a cenee. : 

a allow of a detailed description of the iand, so as to preserve 


of boundaries, tenancies, &c. 
(d) Should tt of the removal of land from the ter, so as to make 
it easier for solicitors to advise clients to make trial of the system. This 


would only apply to land outside the area (if any) in which registration of 
had been made compulsory. ; 

(¢) Should involve the production of the land certificate on all dealings 
with registered land, pad should only permit the issue of a duplicate land 
certificate after full inquiry and advertisement. This would not only be a 

protection against forgery or personation, but would meet the 
4 et as to loans on equitable deposit. 

(f) Sh require the intervention of a solicitor as a responsible officer 
of the court, in the same way as such intervention is required in the case 
of d with cash under the control of the court and as authentication 
by a b is Re pom kn the a: of — funds. es 
prevent personation an a great eafeguard against any irregularity. 

(g) Should be under the control of a Board on which the bar and soli- 
citors should be represented, and on whose advice rules should be made. I 


2 


should, pompenelly, advocate the addition of two Members of Parliament 
> 


If the measure is to be compulsory, one great incitement to develop- 
ment and consequent success be taken away—namely, competition ; | V 
while, in order to deal with the mass of business which com will 
force-in, there must be a considerable staff, vested interests 


be created 


with which, should the system not fulfil the expectations of its su 

it will be difficult to deal. In order to some extent to meet this, the area 
of compalsion (if still deemed necessary) should be fixed by the Bill, a9 
that the sanction of Parliament would be required for its extension. This 
would be following the precedents of the Acts establishing registration of 
deeds in Middlesex and Yorkshire. Moreover, if the system be made 
compulsory, the fees should, as in Australia, be nominal, or nearly go, 
If a Bill were introduced to re the Act of 1875 and to establish g 
revised and improved system without the introduction of any compulsory 
clause, there would be no opposition to its passing and no difficulty in 
bringing the system into operation. If its working proved sa E 
but was found to be nar arp d obstructed, a short Bill, making 
system compulsory in a specified area, could be readily passed. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Registrars mt ATTENDANCE ON 
























Date Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Dec. «7 Mr, Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
Wednesda: y 9 Carington Pugh Ward 
y 9 i 
Thursday .. aoe (1) Lavie Beal Pemberton 
Friday eoeuuintaicasbeodsnoonenerse il i Pugh Ward 
Sat D seven’ 12 Lavie Beal Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srrevine. KEKEWIOR. Romen. 
Monday, Dec. 7 Me. Jack Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
Tuesday ........c000e pniteapinee 8 Clowes Leach 
Ww i scepicanigbavicontee 9 Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
ev ipaebainsciedapietenien 10 Clowes Leach Hci 
| 11 Jack Godfrey 
turday ....... 12 Clowes Leach Farmer 











Wakrnine To InTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements sear Sa 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Certer Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Dec. 9.—Messrs. Cuantes & Tunes, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Shop and other 
Property at Clapham (see advertisement, Nov. 14, p. 3). 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawriuv’s Fortaightly Sale, at the Mart, on Thursday last, 
was well attended. e following are some of the results :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS :— 
To one-fourth Share of £14,984 19s. 1d. — Three anda 
idated Stock; life 66 Sold £90 











Half per Cent. Consol: a we: - 

To a Moiety of £6,988 5s. 9d. ; two lives aged 60 and 62; and Life 
——- of gentleman 52 in £3,515 16s. 24. India Three 90 

a Half per 3 OS EEE Pee ae eae 2 

To one-fifth of £4,256; Theee and a Half Cent. Metropolitan 
Consolidated Stock ; life 68 et — ha er ' eo 60 
To one-ninth Share of £7,750; three lives aged 66, 57, and 56 sos os 185 
neaee of £5,500 India Three and a Half per Cent. Stock ; = 

e coe ooo oes oe oe eee dns wen oa . 7 
To om Share of Ground-Rents of £75 per annum; life : Pe 
Four General Life Assurance Policies, together £2,000; lifeaged76 __,, 1,380 
Two City of Glasgow Assurance Policies, together £500 ; life aged 73 ” 360 
WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep m Caancery. 

Buiack, Hawrnors, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 6, to send 
, and particulars of their or claims, to Thomas Harrison, 


names and addresses, 
8t Nicholas’ chmbrs, Newcastle on Tyne. Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle on Tyne, solors 
for liquidator 
Gotp Reers or Western Avstratia, Limrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, 
directed to be heard on Dec 7. & Simmons, 91, Queen st, E.C., for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’elock in 
the afternoon of Dec 5 
Hore: ayn Cavé Restavrayt Cenrrat, Luarep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 7, to send their names and and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Battams, 4, Brabant ct, E.C. Coulson, 26, Leadenhall st, solor for liquidator 
Morais Gazen Coat Oo, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 29, to send 
their names and and the particulars of thelr debts or claims, to Frederie 
Walmsley, 39, Mawdsley st, Bolton. Foley, Bolton, solor to liquidator 
T. Mitwes & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 4, to send thelr 





to Dillon, 6, Gt Winchester ‘st. 
solors to liquidator ; 


Dec. 5. 1896, z 


—— 2 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Edwia 
yn eam mmestaen mee 28 a Humphreys & Hirst, Halifax, solors to 
on or before 
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——- ues, Luarrep—Creditors are on mains on or before Dee cy to send their 
names and addresses, and the 2s or. claims, to yo 
Francis Lee, and Paudel 6, Great Winchester ‘st 


George 
Gt Winchester st, solors to the liquidators 
Unsimirep 1x CHarnozry. 
Tue pe oes OF prone ayp Vatuers—Petn for yo § 
sented Nov 24, h on Monday, -y 7. Grant & ‘Co, Norf: alk House, 
Norfolk st, Strand, p> ny for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
pamed not. later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 5 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Dec. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Lourep in CHancery. 
Janes Broruers, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to send their 
d addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Becke & Green, 20, 


Market-sq, Northam 
Lsasowe Castix Hore. Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan_5, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of ¢ their debts or claims, to James 
Simm, 56, ilton sq, Birkenhead 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Boroven Faizxpiy Society, St James Church Schoolroom, St James rd, Liverpool. 


Nov 25 
Mancnester Onver or Opp Feittows Wipows’ axp ene ve oy Society, Broms- 


enove District, Bell Inn, High st, Bromsgrove reester. pk 
Saint Luxe’s Farexpiy Socrery, St. Luke’s Banoo C Colquitt eo Nov 18 
Worxens’ Sociauist Co-OPERATIVE FepeRatTi0n, Liurrep, 189, Sh itch. Nov 25 


Susrenpep ror Turex Moyrus. 


Usrrep Onper or THe Toran Axsstinent Sisters or THE Puasix Faiznpiy Society, 
Friends’ Institute, Dorset st, Commercial rd, Stepney. Nov 23 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuaim. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Nov. 13. 
Caviey, Asner, Grosvenor rd, Highbury, Boot Manufacturer Dec10 Wilkins & Denton 
v ey, Stirling, J Raphael & Co, a> . 
Jonzs, Evan Davin, Carmarthen, Gent Dec 8 er v Davies, Kekewich, J Morris, 
en 
Tucker, Frepericx, Othery, Somerset, Yeoman Dec 16 Tucker v Tucker, North, J 
Hagon, Bridgwater 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Nov. 17. 
Couzx, Anruur, Park lane, Stoke Newington Dec 12 Andrew v Cohen, Stirling, J 
Hr loaves d L Wern Halkyn, Flint,Gent Dec19 H H 
SRY, LLEWELYN Joun, Lygen-y-Wern yn, 9 enry v Henry, 
trar, Liverpool Cope, Holywell 
Tuomas, Owen, Liverpool, Ironfounder Dec 18 Thomas vy Thomas, Registrar, Liverpool 
Stephenson, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 20. 
Haywarp, Ricnharp Henry, Crewkerne, Somerset, Gent Dec 20 Tweedie v Hayward, 
Chitty, J Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, Nov. 24 
on com, Yardeley, Hertford Jan7 Page v Darby, Chitty, J Phillips, Eldon st, 
jury 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.-—Tvugspay, Nov. 17. 

Appaus, Mary, Sunninghill, Berks Dec24 Sargeant & Haye, Wokingham 
Bentiey, Wii.14M, Leicester Dec 17 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Buawistox, Joux, Harrogate Nov 30 Gilling, Knaresborough 
Cuaruay, Josepu, Lowestoft Dec 24 Johnson, Lowestoft 
Coatman, Sanan Ann, Heigham, Norwich Dec19 Leith & Co, Norwich 
Couzr, Josep, Clifton, Bristol Dec 19 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 
Coorzr, Henry, Oldham Dec31 Ascroft & Maw, Oldham 
Dorrox, Ricuarp, Cleeve, Somerset Dec 25 Bedell, Manchester 
Euuiorr, Witt1am Ricuarn, Enfield Dec 31 May & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 


Gays, Henny Szarte, Newton Abbot, Devon, Doctor Dec 24 Donaldson & Steele, 
ewton Abbot 
Giapmay, Mary, Laughton, Sussex, Dec17 Hillman, Lewes 


Gurvix, Joszern Exuarp, Leverington, Cambridge, Farmer 
Wisbech 

Hawrnorne, Gzoraz, Leamington Dec15 Hughes & Masser, Coventry 

Hicarsorrom, James, Glossop, Derby Dec 17 Davis, Glossop 

Hov.anp, Tomas Hovsuey, Sheffield Dec 31 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

Hvuvsox, Ann, Bury, Lancs Dec16 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Hvoues, Wii11aM, Bradford, Manchester, Dyer Dec 5 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 

Legs, Witt1am Granam, Clifton, Bristol Dec 17 Holdsworth & Payne, Old Serjeante’ inn 

cam LD, Feancis Epwarp, Fountain c‘, Guildhall yd Dec 30 Keene & Co, Seething 


Dec 20 Fraser & Co, 





Notiey, Awxa Mary, Rubery, Worcester Dec 20 Jatques & Sons, Birmingham 
Panay, Eutty Janz, Uley, Gloucester Dec81 Vizard & Co, Dursley, Glos 
Sivesorrom, Samugt, Castleton, nr Rochdale Dee 31 _Ascroft & Maw, Oldham 
Sinetox, Frayces, Westbourne crscnt, Hyde Park Dec 3i A &G W Fox, Manchester 
Staren, Jonx, Bradford, York, Coachman Dec 1 Farrar, Bradford 

Sreaxer, ALnent Grorox, Croydon Dec22 Stokes, Bedford row 

Tuomas, Joux, Carnarvon, Auctioneer Nov 30 Nee & Gordon-Roberts, Carnarvon 
TaxLuvex, Jzssre, Cromer st, Gray’s inn rd Dec18 Buchanan & Hurd, Basinghall st 





Tunwer, Ewity, Bloxwich, Staffs Dec 12 Carter, Princes st, Hanover sq 

Wicxex, Epwarp Tomas, Hawkhurst, Kent, Brewer Dec 1 Balcombe, Ticehurst, 
Woop, Gzoret, Staveley, Derby, Labourer Dec 25 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 
Woop, Cuaa.xs Henry, Teignmouth Decl5 Wetherfield & Co, Gresham bldgs 
‘Woopneap, Wii1am, Masbrough, York Dec 31 Kesteven, Sheffield 


London Gasette,—Turspay, Nov. 2%. 
Aaswpene, James Caantes, Cromford, Derby Jan 5 Small & Talbot, Burton on 


Arrowsmiru, Saran, Aldridge, nr Walsall Jani Russell, Lichfield 

Baron, Auice, Manchester Deo 24 Ed Heath & Sons, Manchester 

Boxer, Ayn Exizanetn, Penge Jan4 Anderson & Sons, Ironmonger lane 

Borenam, Janz Cuatkiey, Mt Haverhill, Essex Dec12 Vincent, Haverhill, Suffolk 
ve Crantey, St John’s Wood Dec 29 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire ter, Port- 


mo .. . APRA AS Dec 18 Maples & Co, Frederick’s pl 

Catr, Wiii1am, Tottenham Court rd Dec? Foster & Co, Queen st 

Castie, Henny Toomas, Newport, I of W, Doctor Dec2i Eldridge & Sons, Newport 
Crzary, Carnenme, Bayswater Decl7 Wastell & Ruddock, Fleet st 

Darton, Samvet James, Ealing, Licensed Victualler Dec12 Ruston & Co, Brentford 
Davips, Many, Gt Yarmouth Deci Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

Evans, Tuomas, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Milk Dealer Dec 15 Stuart & Tray rs, 


Fave.., Tuomas, Sheffield, Wine Merchant Feb1 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 


Gray, Frepericx, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Licensed Victualler Dec 19 Durham & Car~- 
ter, Arundel st, Strand 
Gray, Marrusw, West Hartlepool Dec19 Belk, West Hartlepool 


Hawrsonye, Many, Liverpool Dec 22 JM Quiggin & Brothers, Liverpool 
Layouoryg, Mary Avy, Bawtry, York Dec18 Kenyon & Son, Thorne, via Donc s 
Luuuey, Isanztta Anne, Ripon, York Jan1 Wise & Son, Ripon 

McCoy, Tuomas, Upper Clapton Dec20 Double, Jewin cres, 

Mities, Harrier Saran, Gt Yarmouth Decl Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Necaix, Ex: Joseru, Manchester Dec 31 Holt & Risque, Manchester 

Owen, Ayn, Carnarvon, Hotel Keeper Jani Bremner & Co, Liverpool 
Parxsr, Emma, Birmingham Dec 20 Westwood, Birmingham 

Rives, Wiii1am Heats, Wedmore, Somerset Dec 31 Smith, Somerset 
Suaw, Exizasetn, Leicester Dec25 Smith & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Sueriey, James, Oldham Decis8 Clegg, Oldham 

Sixes, Hanger Hirst, Huddersfield Dec19 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 
Serru, Jouy, Wolstanton, Stafford Dec 31 “Needham, New inn 

Waruan, Jonny, Rhode Heath, Chester’ Dec 16 Waddington, Poultry 
Westcott, Gzorcz, Somerset, Coachman Nov 24 Bishop, Bridgwater 


London Gazette, Tuzspay, Nov. 24, 
Ancuzr, Hexry James, Tiverton, Devon Dec 31 Nickinson & Co, Chancery lane 
Asuwett, THomas, Shoreditch Dec2 Ashley, Hoxton 
Bartey, Frepenicx, Cambridge Dec 21 Symonds, Cambridge 
Batpock, Bznsamin, Hertford, Farmer Dec25 Gisby, Ware, Herts 
Betuwonam, Wriu1aM, Dalston Dec 30 Brunskill, Gt James st 
Buoor, Louisa Caro.ins, Leamington Spa Dec24 Stubbs, Leamington 
Borrom, Mary, Cambridge Dec19 D’Albani & Co, Newmarket 
Brarp, Avexanper, Liverpool Dec 28 Hill & Co, Liverpool 
Cotquuovun, EvizanetTa Any, Lytham Dec2i Lea, Manchester 
Mvunter, Govens Lous Patme ia Busson pu, Oxford sq Jan 5 Harwood & Stephen- 


Brana, Panwe, Perry Barr, Staffs Dec 31 Burton, Birmingham 

Foxnatt, Jouy, Bethnal Green Dec 20 Double, Jewin cres, Cripplegate 

Francis, Frepericx Jonyx, Sydenham Jan7 Thrupp & Chidell, New Bond st 

Giasse, Witt1aM Butxetey, Chettle, Dorset, QC Jani Collyer & Co, Bedford row 
Grasert, Cuantes, Hereford Jan4 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Heaton, Wiiuram, Rotherham, Brassfounder Jan5 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Hix, Tuxopos1a, Hemswell, Lincoln Jan 21 Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 

Hopsoy, Anruony, Seaforth, Lancs, Chief Engineer Jan4 Watts & Carr, Liverpool 
Hosxinc, Ricuarp, Madron, Cornwall Accountant Dec 31 Frythall & Bodilly 


Jaugs, Wiit1am, Handsworth Dac7 Silvester, Birmingham 

IsaacsJALexanpeR, Highbury New park Dec 31 Bentwich & Co., Guildhall-yard 
Eoneqz, Hargey, Plumstead, Upholsterer Dec 23 Watts & Habershon, Queen 
LaNCEFIELD, pa Manta, Ramsgate Jan1 Daniel, Ramsgate 

Lancuorse, Mary Ayx, Bawtry, York Dec18 Kenyon & Son, Thorne, via Doncaster 
Lupvam, Bexsamin, Withington, Lancs Sampson & Price, Manchester 

Macxixrosn, Cuartorrs, Oxford Dec17 Stockton & Sons, Banbury 

McDoxyet, Joux, Burnley, Lancs, Cabinet Maker Dec22 Waddington, Burnley 
Miturmeroy, Any, Birmingham Dec 15 Wright, Birmingham 

Moon, Ex1zasers, Deganwyr, Carnarvon Jani Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno 
Norns, Roszrt, Marylebone Jan18 Boydell, South sq, Gray’s inn 

O’Conne.t, Wriu14m Buon, Woking Jani Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Piper, Janez, Bristol Dec 31 Day, Bristol 

Sanperson, the Rey Rosert Nicuoias, Wyverstone, Suffolk Dec 1 Haywards & Peacock 


Snuaxesuarr, Tuomas, Tranmere, Chester Dec?1 Pugh, Birkenhead 
Sprecxiey, Exiza, Bathford, Somerset Jan2 Maule & Robertson, Bath 
Srery, Junius, Old Change Jan8 Emanuel & Co, Walbrook 
Tavtor, Axx, Ashton under Lyne Dec 31 Brooks & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
‘Waxp, Jouy, Brightlingsea Dec19 Wittey & Denton, Colchester 





y 
4 
{ 
¢ 
i 
: 
} 
¥ 


102 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


: athe 








BANKRUPTCY ‘NOTICES. 
London Gazette.— Turspay, Nov. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atiey, James, Butcher Birmingham Pet 
Nov23 Ord Nov 23 


0 

Batzs & Rei ele se Green, Builders High Court 
‘ov 24 

Boots, Tuowas H, Brixton High Court Pet Sept4 Ord 


Seca A.sgert Henry, and Sypney Epwarp Browert, 
Tewkesbury, Printers Cheltenham Pet Nov 21 Ord 


‘ov 21 
a Epwiy, Luton, Beds Luton Pet Oct 30 Ord 
ps) 
Dopps, Artuur Parnicx, Neweastle on Tyne, Iron Mer- 
chant Newcastl 


leon Tyne Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 23 
Easter, Hexzy Georcx, King’s Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Ems, Atrarep, Broadclyst, Devons, Coal Dealer Exeter 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
Freemax, Rosent Exotanp, Newcastle on a. Engineer 
N on Tyne Pet Nov24 Ord Ni 
Gratrax, Wit.iam, Leeds, Milk Dealer seo Pet Nov 
G = cae West l, Labo 8 
REENWELL, WILLIAM, Hartlepool, urer Sun- 
derland Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
Grorct, Fenxemone, Outram st, a Cross, Cycle 
Manufacturer Nottingham Pet Ord Nov 23 
eg Saran, Halifax Halifax Pet Nor 25 Ord 
‘ov 25 
Hamrsuiaz, Hewny, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Nov 25 
Ha “ne coma H Plympton, De M 
WKRI 1LL1AM Hewry, von, Musician 
ent Wine Nov 5 Grd Kor 35 Deal 
ENDERSON, WILLIAM, utts, Horse or 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Hepworth, Josern Scroues, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Herunenrinoron, Roser, _e. Northumberland, Grocer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Houses, Wi111am, Cockington, Devon, Auctioneer Exeter 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 23 
Homan, Agtuur Ricsarp + sae an Draper Chelten- 
ham Pet Nov 24 Nov 
Hvupsow, Cuanies Epwarp, 6 A ‘Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Novll Ord Nov 23 
me, = Wituram, Leytonstone rd High Court 
‘ov 


23 Ord Nov 23 
Lacey, ALBEzr, , Plater Birmingham Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 


tone, Tuomas, Birkenhead Liverpool Pet Nov25 Ord 


Macivas pee, Leeds, Photographer Leeds Pet Nov 

5 

C Paumerer & Co, Basinghall st, Shippers h Court 
Pet Nov? Ord Nov 25 “2 ms 

Pryor, Jonx Pearce, Lewes, Ironmonger Lewes Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 


Regs, Evizapern, Fishguard, ig General Dealer 
"Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Sawyer, Wituian, Nettleham, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 


Susrpnerv, Henny Tomas iomes, Redhill, Farmer 

rT on oe haa? ‘ov 23 cn Det 

'HomPsON, Hewny WILLIAM, nr Chippenham, er 
Bristol Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Tuompsox, Micuazt CawrTuors, Newcastle on Tyne 
a Neweastle on Tyne Pet Nov 24 Ord 

lov %4 


Tomiisox, James, Belper, Derbys, Schoolmaster Derby 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 





Towneyp, James Wi ae Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Wuarraxer, Cuanres, a Leies, Grocer Leicester Pet 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 2 
RECEIVING ‘onda DISCHARGED. 
a Huon, Skelmersdale, Lancs, Innkeeper Liverpool 
Ord Sept 19, 1896 Disch Nov 13 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barnett, Horace, Sipe: arn oad Dec 7 at 1 
C J Parrin, 65, High st. Wel 


| 

| 

| 

Bow es, Grorer, Sittingbourne, Kent, Deilder Dec 14 at 
Itringhas | 


11 115, High st, 

Casey, eg aw Arincham, Tob a Dec 4 at 3 

chmbrs, Bridge st, 

Coox a8, ‘Sueathan, Builder yoy ‘ ae 11.30 24, Rail- 
way PP London a 

Cowen, Wii.14m Georce, Burslem, Staffs, Plumber Dec 
4at 11. Off Rec, st, Newcastle under Lyme 

Dez Leeuw, Morzis Jacos, ee, Agent Dec 4 atil 


Dex.ey, ce Beg, thay i Ssleshall, Pepa, Clerk Dec 
4 at 2.30 . Figtree In, Sheffiel 
o— — Burton on Trent’ Dee 4 at 11 Off Rec, 40 


Devon, Coal Dealer Dec 7 at 
ord cres, Exeter i 
Fur» coum Norwich, Solicitor Dec4iati.30 Off Rec, j 


%, Norwich 
Guxzpaitt, Saran, Halifax Dec10at11 Off Rec, Town- 
hall chmbrs, Halif: 


- lax 

GreenweLL, Witt1am, West Hartlepool, Labourer Dec 7 
at 2.30 Hotel, West i 

Haxporrie, Joux, Club, Grosvenor place Dec 4 at 12 | 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 

Hucues, Huon, Carnarvon, Builder Dec 5at2 Prince of | 
Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 


Icrrox, —— Darli , Blacksmith Dec9 at 3 Of | 


| 
j 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
{ 
} 


Albert rd, esborough 
Insxrr, Henry, rT Off Rec, King s, | 
ewcastle 


N 
Joynsoy, oy Mon, Wheel ht Dec7 at | 
Se a 


cn 3 repens Wiese Hattipoo! Boot Dealer - | 
yal Hotel es 


ae Marx Wir11am, Rappenstens rd Dec 4 at 2.30 


Lescmaa, Lig ptoy Wage Carey ot Norwich, Grocer Dec 5 at 12 
8, King st, Norwich 
seams 5 Tottenham, Furrier Dec5at11 Off 


Rec, 95, Temple Temple avenue 
Narr, Jane Puuscis Bina Bon , Baker Dec 4 at 3 


65, High st, Merth: 
Newnot +4 Estuer, Heanor, Derby Dec 4at 11.30 Off 
40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 
Owey, to 18, esey, Farmer Dec 7 at 12.30 
way inn, Lianfair P. 

Puanaon, WIuiaM, puneey, Boot maker Dec 4 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London B 

Purpy, 81 om eriff i, — Draper Dee 7 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Perrine, Wacrre, Rickling, Essex, Baker Dec 16 at 10 
0 J ’ % Cambridge 

Sass, Cuaries, New "Malden, Surrey Dec4dati1 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, st 

Sawyer, mag ettleham, Lines, Farmer Dec 8 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Sixyarnp, Anniz ELizaseru and Tom Siivesrer, Kingston 
upon Hull, Painters Dec 5 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity 

ouse lane, Hull 


Suirn, PErcivan Boucuer Reusoene, Plymouth, Grocer 
Dec4atil 10. 7 trree, Plymouth 

Tayior, Heyry, West Hartlepool, tabouer Dee 7 at 
4.30 Royal Hotel, wast Hartl 

Teaspate, Roperr, em Durham, Painter Dec 4 
at 3 Off Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Turovr, Hexry, Keighley, Yorks Dec 7 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, 

TowNsHEND, Fiorence Sranpisu, and Lavra Hevena 
Townsuenp, Folkestone Dec 5 at 11 Of Rec, 73, 
Castle st, Canterbury 

Wenssrer, Georcr, and Jonny Bryywis, Cannon st, Ware- 
housemen Dec 10 at 2 Pillar Hall, Cannot st Hotel, 
Cannon st 

Witt1ams, Jony, eens, Farmer Dec7at1 Rail- 
way Inn, Lianfair 

Yarw ry Hewry, eddich, , Blacksmith Dee 4 at 
11.30 Off Rec, County —_— Market pl, Stockport 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bone, Geussens Wessrer, Pimlico High Court Pet Oct 8 

‘ov 23 

Brawy, Samus. Perer, Gracechurch st, Merchant High 
Court Pet July10 Ord Nov25 

Browert, Atsert Heyry, and Sypney Eowarp Browert, 
ee Printers Cheltenham Pet Nov 21 Ord 

‘ov 

Dangen, 3 Fereperick Masor Porriock, Clapton High Court 
Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 23 

Easter, Henry Georcs, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

» Devon, Coal , Exeter 


Fraser, James Campse.t, South Kensington High Court 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 5 
Feeeman, Rosert Encuanp, Hexham, Northumberland, 
Engineer Newcastleon Tyne Pet "Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
Guzpnitt, Saran, Halifax Halifax Pet Nov 25 Ord 
ov 35 
Grarran, Wivi1am, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds Pet Nov 


Ord Nov 25 
Hawknincs, , = Same, Plympton, Devon, Musician 
Ord Nov 25 
High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Hetuenrincton, Roserr, ey Northumbrid, Grocer 
Tyne Pet 
» Devon, Auctioneer Exeter 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 23 
es Gu, Carnarvon, Builder Bangor Pet Oct 30 


25 Ord Nov 26 
HampsHire, Sanne, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Nov 25 
Hanrsortie, =, Grosvenor pl High Court Pet Oct 27 
Ord Nov 
Plymouth Pet Nov 23 
Hensperson, Wituiam, Ni ‘Butts, Horse Dealer 
Herworts, Josxrn Scuores, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Newcastle on ov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Howtmes, WILLIAM, 
Homay, Anruur Ricuwarp, Cheltenham, Draper Chelten- 
ham Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
JENKINSON, a Henry, Hayes Windsor Pet Oct 26 
Ord Nov 21 


| Jonpay, Marx Witu1am, Leytonstone road High Court 


Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Lucan, Tuomas, Birkenhead Liverpool Pet Nov 25 Ord 


Nov 25 
Nayior, Grorce a, Longsight, nr Manchester 
Liverpoo! v 25 


| Pet Octs8 Ord N 

Rees, Exvizasern, Fi Demsheshe, General Dealer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 23 

ae Grorae, Wi Walsall Pet Aug 21 Ord 
u 

scent, Wit.iam, Nettleham, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Suxrnerp, Henry Toomas Miniry, Redhill, Wrington, 
Farmer Bri Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Tuompsox, Micnagn Cawrnory, Newcastle on Tyne 
Engineer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 24 Ord 
ov 24 

Tomiimsox, James, Belper, Daeg, Schoolmaster 
Derby Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 

Warraxer, Cuaries, Harby, , San Grocer 
Leicester Pet Novy21 O Nov 21 


London Gasette.—Turspar, Dec. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Betcuam, Epuuyp Jony, Southend . - Sea, Dairyman 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 
| enemmmanne Josera Epuunp, Middlesborough Dewsbury 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Corn Miller, Nant- 


pe. Witu1am, Lea, Cheshire, Corn 
wich Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 26 

Caaw cour, SAMUEL, aca Tobacconist Swansea Pet 

Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 





Dawson, Jour, 
Pet Nov 27" 


Dessonovenr, Henry, Manchester, 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 27 

Dopp, Ayruowy, Wrexham, Grocer 
23 Ord Nov 23 

Foorp, Francis Davin, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pe 
Nov 2 Nov 25 

Freerrny, WituaM Jonx, St. Just_in Roseland, Cornwall, 
Farmer Truro Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Go.psurrn, T R, Notting Hill High Court Pet Nov 4 


Ord Nov 27 

Goven, peat JAMES. ape, Bookbinder Not. 
tingham Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Goutp, PercivaL —— Dorchester Dochester Pe 

G olga dg Hotel Metropole, Cha 

REENING, Ropert, of etropole, ring Cross, 

Solicitor ay pe Pet Aug 4 Ord Nov 27 

Gums, A.trrep, Norwich, Coachbuilder Norwich Pet Noy 

Ord Nov 

PB hao Wituam, Halesworth, aaa Farmer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Hater, Joux, Camblesforth, Yorks, Farmer York Pe 
Nov 26 Nov 26 

Wane, Wituiam Henry a Pea Boot Maker 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 

Harriey, Agtruvur, West eee. Jay hd Canterbury 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Homersuam, Osporn Coaries Syovuiton, Gravesend, Kent 
Rochester Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Incuam, W H, ire st, Gt Portland st, 
Promoter "High Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 27 

Jervrerys, Francis Josspu, Walworth, Clothier High 

Court Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 27 

J Guccun hr ee Worthing Brighton Pe 

ov 26 

Krvestox, Josern, “Selby, Yorks, Fish Dealer York Pet 
Nov27 Ord Nov 27 

Lewis, Agwoup, arcane, Tailor Worcester Pet Nové 

L My L Cheshi Commission Agent 

INTON, BERT, Lymm, ire, eens 

Wi Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 

Mappzen, Tuomas, Cardiff, Electrician * Cardift Pet Oct 
30 Ord Nov 26 

Meavows, wry ht Streatham, Cheesemonger Wands 
worth Pet Nov23 Ord Nov 26 

Mean, Meteo et Samvet. Mean, jun, Penzance, Boot 
Makers Truro Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Magee Epwanrp, a ee. Brass Caster Birmingham 


ahem Gronce, Mutley, Plymouth, Commercial Traveller: 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Nena, Jom, Mee eet, Kent, Grocer Maidstone Pet 


‘ov 27 
Nis.ert, —} cae, Wores, Wheelwright Wor- 
cester Pet Ni 


‘ov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Owex, ORAS Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Pzace, Richarp Sueruesp, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet 

P rah J. ~y a Ws M th, N 

RITCHARD, James Wit1tiamM, Monmouw urseryman 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 2% 

Rossy, Jacos Josrru, Whitley, Northumberland, Coms 
mercial Travell N tle on Tyne Pet Nov #7 
Pet Nov 27 

SauLt, Witu1am, Wymeswold, Leicester, Builder Leicex 
ter Pet N 


ov27 Ord Nov 
es Huser, Cab Proprietor High 
Saas, Epoar, , Steamboat Owner High Court 
‘et 





, Battersea, 
Nov 3 ’ Ord Nov 26 
Nov 27° Ord Nov 27 


Suarr, Wituiam Tomas, Seaham Har! 
Grocer Sunderland Pet Nov is Oni Nor 25 
Simmonps, Wit.1aM, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet Nov 
28 Ord Nov 28 


Surru, Cuagues, Rotherhithe High Court Pet Oct Ww 
Ord Nov 26 


SrocxpEN, WILLIAM, perry Dock, Glam, Tobacconist New- 
port, Mon Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Tay, BD om Stalls, Grocer Welverhampton Pet 
Nov 
Wiis, Witiiam Agruvun, Ashton juxta Birming- 
a, Grist Miller Birmingham Pet Nov 28 Ord 
‘ov 


28 
Wvartr, Tuomas W1ti1am, and Joun Hersert Surra, Dee 
h, Ni ipton, Corset Manufacturers 
ampton Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Wrexham Pet Noy 


Biakemore, Samvzt, Cheshire, p otiter Dec 9 at 12 Of © 


ictoria st, Liverpoo! 


Burier, Witua Cuaries, Newcastle on Tyne Restaure — 


ant, Proprietor Dec 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Coarss, CJ, Soames peat Dec 9 at 12 Off Rey 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


kseller Dec 9 at 3 © 
rtsmouth 


Cores, Wittiam Heyry. Boo 
Off Rec, Cambridg e Junction, High st, Po 


Dawson, Jons, Blackburn, Brewer’s Carter Dee 9 at 1.90 ES 
Court house, 


Blackburn 


Dawsoy, 
Off 4, st, Scar! 

Dawson, Tuomas Henpverson, —-. Lanes, Commensala 
Trav Dec 9 at 2.30 Ogden’ s anbegs 
Bridge st, 

Ex.soroueu, “wuts ge pidge st 
Merchan' Sat 11 D ‘ 

Gopparp, Jamns, Loughborough Dee8 at 3 pCa 4s 
Berridge st, Leicester 


in, Gzorcs Harry, King’s ae. Worcs, Carpenter 


30, Moseley : 


4 


BERT, Flixton, Yorks, Farmer Dec 11 at 11.90 * 
74, N borou Ba 


we 


Roan 


3 


0 at 11 23, Colmore row, B: ES, 
Haram Joux, Stonegnte, York Yorks 11 at 12.90 a 
, Boot Manufacturer 


Hupsox, Cuarites Epwarp, Leicester, 
Dec’8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Ho 
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Kuestox, Josern, Selby, Yorks, Fish Dealer Dec 14 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Law, JoserH WitL1am, Accrington, Cycle Maker Dec 9at 
1 County Court house, Blackburn 


Mrrre11, Hexry Epwarp, Horsham, Tailor Dec 9 at 2 
King’s Head Hotel, Horsham 

Nownas, Joum, nea tgs Kent, Grocer Dec 16 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 9, King e 

Panuever, CHARLES, Basinghall st, Shipper Dec 8 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Peco, Ricuarp Suernerp, Walsall, Journeyman Baker 
Dec 10 at11 Off Rec, Walsall 

Ricuanpsoy, James, Leeds Dec9atil Off Rec, 22, Park 


row 
gcorr, JoszrH Coxstasie Maxweu., Wimbledon Dec 8 
at 12.30 24, way app, London Bridge 
SaxeneRD, Henry Tuomas Mryiry, Redhill, Farmer Dec 9 
chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


at 12.30 Off Ree, 
fru, Witt1am Coorzr, Harwood Dale, Yorks, Farm 
Servant ‘ewborough st 


ly Was OF Bn, V4, 
Spence, W1LL1aM, Pontypridd, Co: info mis 
at 12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil Agent 
TarrensrizLD, Epwarp, Mirfield Dec 9 at 4 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 


Off Rec, 


TarrersFIzLD, Ropert, Mirfield Dec 9 at 8 Off Ree, }. 


Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Taoursox, Henry Wii114m, Upton, nr Chippenham, Baker 


Dec 9at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Tomiisoy, James, Bel Derbys, Schoolmaster Dec 9 at 
12 Off Rec, 40, 's gate, Derby 


Waker, Jonny, Dassiagham, Grocer Dec9 at 11 23, Col- 
more row, 

Warenrrie.v. Cuan.es, Bloxwich, Grocer Dec 10 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 


Wesruont, James Hevny, Ventnor, I of W, Watchmaker 
Dec 9 at 12 19, Quay st, Newport, I of 

Wwiraxesn, Cuar.es, Harby, Leics, Grocer Dec 9 at 12 
Off idge st, Leicester 


,1, Berri > 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baxter, E, Leicester Leicester Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 24 


Bow.es, Gzonaz, Homerton, Builder Rochester Pet Oct 
19 Ord Nov25 

Baapiey, Gzoras, Castleford, York, Solicitor High Court 
Pet July2 Ord Nov 27 

BazxTNALL, Josern Epuunp, Middlesborough Dewsbury 
Pet Nov 26 Nov 27 


Correnr.t, James Henny, and Grorce Burier, Wor- 
cester, Coal Merchants Worcester P. 7 Ord 
Nov 11 

Caawoovr, Samutt, 8 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Dawsoy, Jonx, Blackburn, Brewer’s Carter Blackburn 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Bs Beann, Franx Honsson, Watford, Herts, Gun Merchant 

igh Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

DessornovcH, Henry, Manchester, Wholesale Jeweller 
Manchester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 27 

Foorp, Francis Davip, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet 
Nov 25 Nov 25 

Faretay, Wii114M Jonny, St Just in Roseland, Cornwall, 
Farmer Truro Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Gove, ALBERT James, Nottingham, Bookbinder Notting- 
ham Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 

Goutp, Perctvat Gsorcs, Dorchester Dorchester Pet 
Nov26 Ord Nov 26 

Garenwe.., Witi1am, West Hartlepool, Labourer Sun- 
derland Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Gurx, ALrrep, Norwich, Coachbuilder Norwich Pet Nov 
20 Ord Nov 

Hapixcuam, Wii11am, Halesworth, Suffolk, Farmer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 27 

Pet 


Hatize, Jonx, Camblesforth, Yorks, Farmer York 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Haywey, Buayone, Paddington High Court Pet Oct 3 
Ord Nov 28 

Hazaizs, Witt1am Henny, Pembroke Dock, Boot Maker 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


Tobab ist Swansea 











Hantizy, Antuur, West K gton, Butch Canter- 
bury Pet Nev 24 Ord Nov 26 
Homersuam, Osporn Cuartes Swovrirox, Gravesend 


my RY A) 
UMPHREY BERT ALEXANDER, Moo 
J Pet Ool 3 y ts Walworth, Clothier 
SFYERYS, sors Joszrn, wo! i High 
Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 26 
Kixostoy, Joszpu, Selby, Yorks, Fish Dealer York Pet 
Nov 27 ‘ov 27 
Listox, Rosezt, Lymm, Ches, Commission Agent War- 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Mayxer, Epwunp Wii11am, and Freperick Joun Hanp- 
§ Engi igh 


rorp, Westminster, Court 
Pet Get 24 Ord Nov 26 
8 and Samvet Mean, jun, Penzance, Boot 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 


Grorcz, M Plymouth, Commercial Traveller, 
th bet Nor'ss "Ord Now 26 
Newmay, Joux, Mereworth, t, Grocer Maidstone Pet 
» Nov = Ord Nov 27 Whee ow 
Lett, James, Bishampton, wrigh' orcester 
Pet Nov 26 “ord Nov 


2% 
Owzx, Roser, Abercynon, Glam, Builder Pontypridd Pet 
Nov Nov 27 


2 Ord 
Pauueyen, Caances, Basinghall st, Shipper High Court 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 28 — 
Proc, Richarp Sueruenp, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 


‘ov 
Parrcuarp, James Wituam, Monmouth Nurseryman 
Newport, Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 24 
Roszsy, Jacos Joszru, Whitley, Northumberland, Com- 
st searie Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 27 Ord 
ov 


Joux C New Malden, Surrey High Court 

et Oct 22 Ord Nov 26 
Bauuz, Wii 
Pet Nov 27 





Kings- 


Bcort, J Constants Maxwet, 
ton, Surrey Pet Sept 14 Ord Nov 27 


Suarp, Wiitian Tuomas, Seaham Harbour, 
Grocer Sunderland Pet Novi17 Ord Nov 26 

Srocxpex, Witiiam, Barry Glam, Tobacconist 
Newport, Mon et Mov 96 Ord Now 26 

Tay, Fawry, Staffs, Grocer Wolverhampton 
ba ‘Nov 96 Ord Nov 33 

Watxer, ALreep. ‘Wores, Hay Dealer Kidder- 
minster Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 36 

Westwoop, Joszrn, Millwall High Court Pet July 
Ord Nov 27 


Wvarrt, Taomas Wriuam, and Jony Heaseer Saurrn, 
ufacturers Northampton Pet 


Debesongh, Cost Has 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Jowrnal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26e. ; by Post, 28s. 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 288. 0d. Volumes bownd 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


Soiictrors’ JOURNAL, 





Now Ready. 


LEGAL DIARY 
ALMANACK 


E"owr 189807. 


CONTAINING 
COMPLETE LEGAL DIRECTORY FOR 
ENGLAND AND WALES. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commissioners for 
Oaths, and Law ts acting for 
Foreign 


DIGEST of the ACTS of LAST SESSION. 
BAWKING, INSURANCE & PARLIAMEN- 
TARY DIRECTORIES, &c. 

WITH PAGED DIARY AND INDEX, 


REGISTER of FIRE INSURANCE PREMIUMS, show- 
ing Name of Office, Date when Due, &c. 

REGISTERS of RENT, showing when Due and Date of 
Payment. 


REGISTER of MORTGAGES, 


And useful Baie ef Sts, Zapeer ant Sescemien 
Duties, d Clerks, Registry Deeds, &c. 





Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., and 8s. 6d., according. 
to Diary Space. 
WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM, 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.O. 


MAPLE & CO 


FURNITURE 





MAPLE & CO. FIT 
for UP OFFICES 


OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 
ROOMS 
FIRST 
CLASS 


FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 


SHAW & SONS’ 


RECENT PUBLICATIONS. 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1894. — 


Introduction, copious N. and 
Third dition.” By ALEX. MA ORRAN, M.A 


Q.C., one of the n! 's Public 
and T. R. COLQUHOUN DILL, B.A., of the Inner 
Barrister-at-Law. Price its.; fi 


12s. 1896. 
E LAW OF , RAILW ae 
the Btatutes thereto, with Introduction, 
Notes, Cases, and Full Index ; also the Rules made by 
the Boned of Suede spe Oo Rees 


Annotated. a, OF DODD, @.C., C. 
ALLAN, M.A., LL.B., of the 
ter-at-Law. Price 12s. . 5d. 
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Jocieties, 
Private 
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seale are able 
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Fle 


manner, oo well ss 
at the smallest cost 
consistent _with 
good materials 
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ee 


Will be 
THE LAW RELATING 


Be 
z 
} 
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= 
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# 


Being the Locomotives on ways Act, 1 

an Introduction and Notes, together with the 

tions of the Local Government Board and of the 
cny of Gee nee Se oe ee oe of 
Statutes referred to. Rx GFORD LEWIS, 
ig ne he ALDANE POBTSR, Middle 
Ly w. Price 3s.; for cash, 
2s. 8d. 1896. 


= 
3 
E 


r 
l 
i 
: 


E 
3 


MO. , @C., and 8. G. L GTON, M.A., 
See a ek ae cates In? 
vols., price 67s. 6d.; for 66s. 3d., —— 





lle 








aland wis and Sunday Acts relating 
ine fs FATEROOR, Ma. Beventh Eason. 
Price 10s, 64. ; for cash, 86. 11d. 1896. 
TITHE ACTS, and the Rules under the 
oes camara ia 
By G. PEMBERTON LEACH, Barrister-at-Law, and 


| 
: 





: 
4. 
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estern Circuit, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s.; for 
woah, 4a. 90. 1896, 
London: SHAW & SONS, Fetter-lane, E.O. 
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AW PRACTICE or PARTNERSHIP.— 
Solicitor Desires Practice 


three yen expestense in 
by Fame no agents.  hauo, "| “ Solicitors’ Journal 
27, Chaneery-lane. 


LAN PRACTICE. snillalineaian Wanted a 
immediate cash or 


and monied man; 


eneesiaer Lex, ian Moutpdiion house Twicken- 





LAY PARTNERSHIP or see soe Manag 
A ing Glerkship—A Solicitor (Honours) 


and 


es omen 
Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, "London, W.C 


ENERAL CLERK (22) desires Engage- 
: Chancery Common Law, 
i Gomty Court, and Mayor’s Court Practice ; 
258. to 30s.; excellent references.— 
Tine, 90, On 20, Ospringe-road, N.W 


Copies of oe " « Solicitors’ 
gos da! Nov. 9, 1895; 6d. each will be 
paid for came at the Office, 27, Chancery-Lane, W.C. 





WAnren, General Clerkship in Country ; 
years’ all-round experience with Ci 
Adare C Greenina, 88, Ramsden-road, Bal Balk — 





SOLICITORS with old-established Con- 
veyancing and om Business.—A Solicitor, for the 

last 10 years is own account in the Cit 
45 years, is seeking a Salaried Partnership ; he coal eles 
in patna —— ty a upwards of £400 per 
; highest ref —Apply, by letter, T, C., care 
of of Hooper & Batty, 7. Aibvertioneg Contractors, 15, “Wal- 





Se escrito ae and Others pinion Sa See 
Securities as Mortgagees on Freehold 
ld Properties are invited to send casein a 
po npn peg Bw pd interest required to 
Messrs. Coorzn & Sr. Pizz, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 
Pr Archway-eced, Highgate, N 


OLICITORS.—Gentleman wishes to Place 
some Shares in a sound industrial compeny. —Address 
W. M., at Horncastie’s, 61, Cheapside, E. 


OSTS.—DAVID DENTON, Costs 














DENE, Caterham, ‘Sw Hills, 
lendid air and water.—Rev. 
m. Coll., Camb., takes a few 

Best ref 





he —Mr. Rosert Lovitr, L.D.S. 
219, Atvene dined, Regent’s-park, N.W., has 


a Vacancy nn 7 eed 

BOOKBUYERS wan ‘LIBR ARIA NS 

of FREE LIBRARIES.—The Dzcrmser Catalogue 

of valuable New and Second-Hand Works, offered at prices 

pny ET OS Fh 
=a, Ps, Strand, London, Wo. dese Sean 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
ee. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 





"ENRY GREEN, Advertisement t, 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, dc. 





oe & SON, Gorpsurrus awn Srivanmaras, 17 axp 18, Procapmx, va _ 1 axp 
OEBCHURCH-8TREET, ConnutiL, Lonpon, E.C., respectfully to announce OCURAT 
APPRAISE the above for the Loa Prorssston pay Lane word the same for cash if desired. I 


lished 1772 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S8.H. Princes Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





TREATMENT OF INEBRIBTY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


8ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentil der the Acts and ° 
‘or emen un Aeyh ‘ privately. Terms, 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
P. BROMHEAD, B.A., MB. (Camb.), M.B.C.8. (Eng. ) 





THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


™ Be es 


uisite under the above Acts the 
Every req supplied on 





aan SORES en HERES Says t eter fer temetinte 


“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
form for and 
ENTURES 


neared, and pind = 
for Sketches 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & 60., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET- ae poe LOSDOR, E.0. (corner 
of Serjeante’ inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 





ession | BRAND & CO., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS, 


ean Statutory Notines to Credits aN. 


necessary Declaratien. 
Omiiciel stampe sl advertinnents and file of “London 


Gazette” kept. By 
LAW COURTS | BRANCH : 


SU N 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. eben ee tae ee £300,716 
6000. 





PREV EAROS ee 





VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. 


EPPS Ss 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE AS? 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
esty, the Lord Chanesllos the Whole afi 


Bench, Corporation 


ROBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, | 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Ww be Gowns for Registrars, 
ks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORK 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY 


To an ee 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEAE 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZIN 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. 
And all General and Commercial W: 


Every description of Printing—large or small, 7 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL N 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publish 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


Contracts entered into. 





GOLD PEN, 
WITH DIAMOND POINT, 

Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting 1 
to any Handwriting. 

Price 6d. each; post-free, 


With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete... 

Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holdere— 
Fluted Pattern, complete one . 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic... a 

Other patterns in —_— cut, 


ALEXANDER & SHEPH 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


74, 








‘ 


8. FISHER, 188, St 








eee 




















